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ABSTRACT

. _ . This report presents the results of an evaluation of
state workfare programs created since 1981, when Congress authorized
work program options that let State Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) agencies experiment with new approaches. The report,

divided into seven chapters, focuses on program characteristics,
participants, how the programs prepare participants for work, the

extent of provision and effectiveness of support services, the

programs' results to date, problems with assessing their

effectiveness, and implications of the findings for Federal policy.

The major finding reported is that the variety of work program

options has given states the flexibility to tailor their programs to

local need, but that multiple legislative authorizations have '

resulted in a patchwork of administrative responsibilities and lack

of overall program direction: Further, the disparate levels of

Federal matching funds across programs 1limit states' ability to match

wvork program options with participants' needs. Program authorizations

could be consolidated and funding levels made comsistent across

programs without reducing state flexibility. To serve more
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participants, programs spread their limited funds thinly, but the

study-found that only a minority of acdult AFDC recipients were served

in 1985, excluding many with young childrem or severe barriers to

employment. Evaluations of the work programs have shown modest

positive effects on the employment and earnings of participants, but

wages -were often insufficient to boost participants off welfare.

Appendices include the study instrument; a breakdown of program

characteristics by state; and a description of work program

activities; A bibliography and numerous statistical tables are also
provided. (KH)
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Pur pose

Background

As states and the administration focus on welfare reform and cutting
welfare rolls; programs linking work and welfare have become promi-

nent: Since 1981, states have experimented with new federal work pro-
grain options for Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC)
recipients. They have created programs that help participants look for
jobs, learn skills, or get work experience; programs with goals ranging

from requiring work in exchange for benefits to decreasing overall wel-

fare dependency.

Representative T Téd Weiss, chairman of the éuSéémm' ttee on Intergov-

ernment Operations, aSked GAO to examine these new work/welfare
programs. The review focused on five questions:

What are the programs’ characteristics?

Who are the people in the programs?

How do the programs prepare participants for work?
What support services do the programs provide and to what extent does
the lack of these services act as s barrier to participation?

What are the programs’ results to date and the problems with assessing

their effectiveness?

AFIC recipients considered employable have been required to register for

work; education, or training since the Work Incentive (wiN) Program
began in 1967 In 1981 and 1982, Congress authorized work program
options that let state AFDC agencies try different approaches. The
options were: (1) WIN Demonstrations, an alternative to WiN, both of
which are comprehensive employment and training ) progréms, (2) Com-

munity Work Experience Programs (CWEP), a workfare approach; (3)
employment search; and (4) work supplementation, where AFDC grants
subsidize jobs. The Department of Health and Human Services oversees
these options. Thus; AFDC work program responsibility shifted away

from the Department of Labor and the state employment agencies;

which still provide employment and training services under the regular

Although WiN Demonstrations such as Massachusetts’ Employment and
Training Choices or California’s Greater Avenues for Independence have
received much publicity, little is known about the characteristics of pro-

grams nationally, or their effectiveness. To obtain national data on work

Page 2 ‘. - GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare




Executive Snmma.ry

Results in Bnef

Principal Findings

programs begun under the new optlons, we eontacted 61 programs oper-

gram sites.

The vanety of Work program options has given states the flexibility to

tailor their programs to local needs. But multiple legislative authoriza-

tions have resulted in a patchvork of administrative responsibilities and
lack of overall program directior . Fur ther; the disparate levels of fed-
eral matching funds across progra:ns limit states’ ability to mateh work

program options with participants’ needs. Program authorizations could

be consolidated and funding levels made consistent across programs
without reducing state flexibility.

To Serve more partlclpants, programs spread their limited funds thinly,

providing inexpensive 'services, such as job search assistance, and

paying for few support services. Yet, the programs GA0 examined served
only a minority of adult AFDC recipients in 1985; excluding many with
young children or severé barriers to employment Serving these people

would require more intensive services and greater support and thus

higher per-person expenditures.

Evaluations of the work programs have shown modest positive effects
on the employmeni and earnings of participants. But wages were often

insufficient to boost participants off welfare. Thus, programs should not

be expected to produce massive reductions in the welfare rolis. Some
participants, while not attaining employment, reach potentially impor-
tant interim goals such as completion of high school equivalency: These

gains, as well as more long term effects, such as job retention, have not

been assessed. A wider range of measures is needed to determine the
overall impact of the programs.

Disparate Program and
Administration Flmdmg

When a state divides work program respons:bﬂlty between its AFDC and

employment agencies, duplication of staff and services sometimes
resuits. In addition, federal regulatlons for the various program optlons
sometimes conflict; making coordination difficult.

Page 3 GAO/HRD-87-94 Work and Welfare
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Executive Summary

WIN Demonstrations receive 90 percent federal funding, while the other
options are matched at 50 percent. Between 1981 and 1987, wiN funds

declined by 70 percent, limiting the resources available for education

and ti*ammg The other program Dptlons do not hlmt available federa.l

depended heav11y on federal funds ma.kmg them vulnerable to federal
funding cutbacks:

Rec1p1ents Served

In 1985, the work programs reached a mmorlty of adult AFDC rec1p1ents
an estimated 22 percent in states with WiN Demonstrations operating a

full year: Most women with children under 6, the largest group of adult

recipients, were not required to participate. Some programs also
excluded people with minimal work histories or severe educational defi-
ciencies who would require more expensive support or education and
training services. Serving them might produce a greater payoff, how-

ever, because they are at risk of becoming long term, and thus more
costly, AFDC recipients.

Emphasis on Job Search

Overall, the predominant service provided by WIN Demonstrations in

1985 was job search assistance, designed to place participants iramedi-
abely in jobs, rather than improve skills. Lack of resources was a major
reason for this emphasis. Three-fourths of the WiN Demonstrations spent
less than $600 per participant: A few wiN Demonstrations emphasized

more expensive training and education services.

Outside Sources Used for
Suppeort Services

Of the 61 programs surveyed, 59 offered child care assistance to their

participants, but half spent less than 6.4 percent of their 1986 budgets

for this purpose. Sixty programs provided transportation assistarce,
with the median program spending 6.9 percent of its budget. The pro-
grams depended instead on other sources; such as Social Services Block

Grant funds or their own makeshift arrangements: Program staff

reported that programs were not always able to meet participants’ sup-
port service nieeds and consequently did not serve someé who were
eligible.

Modest Improvements Vbut
Many People Remain on
AFDC

employment and earnings. In line with the types of services prov1ded
most participants ended up in low paying and/or part-time jobs, so that

in half the programs, fewer than 48 percent of the participants left AFDC

Page 4 ’ GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare




Executive Summery

after finding work. Other factors that may have limited positive results
included ecoromic conditions (e.g.; the-job market) and the problems
participants faced in making the transition from welfare to work.

Uniform Information
Lacking

With few federal reporting réqaireménts or staiidard défiiﬁtibﬁé, pro-

on such matters as participant characteristics, types of jobs found and

job retention were not available.

Matters for
Congressional
Consideration

In dehberatmg leglslatlve propesals to change work program policy,

Congress should develop a coherent, streamlined federal work program

policy that would preserve some of the more desirable features of the
programs begun in the past 5 years. To accomplish this, Congress may
wish to consider the following:

Authorizing one program that permits a range of services would give the

stater flexibility to meet their local nieeds and help resolve the division

of administrative responsibility;
Providing stable federal funding with a uniform matching rate for all

options would help states plan their programs and emphasize services

they believe are most appropriate;

Encouraging states to serve pecple with severe barriers to employment
could help increase long-term program effects; but would also require
more resources;

Including more women with children under 6 would help them benefit
from educatlon and trainmg seerces before becoming long-term welfare

more. Whlle Q part1c1pat10n reqmrement for these women may not be

desirable or feasible, voluntary participation could be encouraged if
appropriate activities and support services were available;
Determining the need for and providing adequate support services;
including services while participants make the transition to work; could

help increase participation and job retention;

Developing more sophisticated measures of performance, including
interim progress and job quality, would aid in program assessment and
could enccurage serving the hard-to-employ; and

Developing a uniform federal reporting system with standard defini-

tions and a more consistent structure for program evaluation wculd help

in assessing progress, comparing programs, and assessing their
effectiveness.

Page § GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare



Execuiive Summary

mm In view of the Matters for Congressional Consideration discussed above,
Reco endatlons this report contains no recommendations for agency action.

mim GAO d:d not request official agency comments on a draft of this report.
Agency CO ents GA0 discussed the scope of its work with agency officials and its findings
and observations abotit programs with state program officials, whose
comments have been included where appropriate.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Background:

AFDC _
Population:

Report
Methodology:

In 1981 and 1982, Congress gave state AFDC agencies new work
rogram options: (1) WIN Demonstrations; (2) Community Work - __
Experience Programs (CWEP); (3) employmeént search; anc* (4) work
supplementation; a related form of which, grant diversion,; is run as a

special project:

The magonty of AEDC recipients live in households headed by women.
From 1970 to 1985, the number of single-parent families on AFDC
nearly doubled.

About a quarter of those who ever use AFDC receive it for more than
10 years over time: Accounting for aimost 60 percent of recipients at
any one time; this group uses a large proportion of prograrm -
resources, but their characteristics make them difficult to help.
Wornen face particular problems in becoming self-sufficient through
employment: child- rearing responsibilities; lack of child support,
earnings that are generally less than those of men;_high wark
expenses (such as child care), and a generally lower level of
education or job skills:

Collected information on program characteristics, participants,
activities, support services, and results.

Used a mail-out questionnaire to 61 programs in 38 states; visited 12

states.

Reviewed the literature on work programs and poverty; discussed
work/welfare issues with exerts.

Page 14
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Chapter 1
Introdaction

Over the past b years, state agericies administering the Aid to Families
With Dependent Children (AFDC) Program have taken a new look at
linking welfare and work. A developing consensus that this link should

be strengthened is signaled by the states’ interest in work-related pro-

grams, renewed as a result of federal legislative changes made in 1981
and 1982. Such programs establish an obligation for participation in
return for benefits, an opportunity for recipients to obtain needed skills
and eduecation; or both:

Although serving a minority of welfare recipients, some programs—
such as California’s Greater Avenues for Independence  (GAIN) or Massa-

chusetts’ Employment and Training (£T) Choices—have received much

media attention as approaches to reforming welfare. Although past pro-

posals for comprehensive welfare reform have met with little Sstuccess,
the idea of changing the welfare system recently has attracted new
interest. An administration working group has developed a draft report

on the welfare system recommending a series of state demonstration ini-

tiatives that would include mandatory work programs for welfare recip-
_ients. Independent of an overall welfare reform proposal, several
s1ecific proposals to replace or alter work program authority have been

advanced, including one by the administration and several by members
of the Congress:

Although some of the new work programs are well-known and a few
studies are available on specifie programs, little is known about the pro-

grams as a whole: Representative Ted Weiss, chairman of the Subcom-

mittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources, House

Committee on Government Operations; asked us to examine the pro-
grams begun since 1981 to determine their progress and their implica-

tions for the future of work programs. Our review focused on the

programs’ basic cha:raétenstlcs, program part1c1pants actlvmes partic1-

pants attended, the support services they received, and program results
to date.

Most of these programs are not what is commonly known as

“workfare”—work in exchange for welfare benefits—though they are

often called by this name. While some programs adopt this-approach as
their primary activity; others offer it only as one of several activities,
which might also include education and training, and still others do not

use it at all: This report therefore refers to the programs as a whole as

“‘work programs,” not as workfare.

Page1s ' 15 GAO/HRD 87.84 Work and Welfare



New Work Program
Options

Chapter L
Initroduction

The 1981 and 1982 changes in work/welfare programs occurred within
the context of concern about increasing AFDC caseloads and expenditures
in the 1970s as well as the dramatic increase in labor force participation

among women with children during the past 20 years. These changes
raised questions about AFDC mothers with children being supported
without Worhng,ﬁuggesm\g mstead that they should at least be pre-

gram directed specrflcaliy at helping AFbc recipxents reduce their need

for welfare, had been criticized both for the inefficiency of dual agency
administration and for failing to help many welfare recipients leave the
rolis.

In 1981, the administration proposed eliminating WIN and requiring

states to establish mandatory workfare programs called Community
Work Experience Programs (CWEP). The workfare concept was first used
in state and local general assistance programs as early as the 1930s, but
was prohibited for federally supported programs until 1981; except for

special demonstrations: In 1981, however, the Congress allowed states
to establish CWEP programs as one of three new work program options
authorized in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA).

Paramount among these options was that of ‘operating WIN under a

smgle agency. Prlor to 1981 the WIN Program was,lomtly admuustered

(sEsa) and the AFpc agency at the state level. This dual ‘agency a

tration was criticized as difficult to administer by many state officials,
who also believed that WIN was too inflexible to meet states’ needs. For
exaniple, all states were required to use at least one-third of their funds

for on-the-job training and public service employment.

OBRA gave states the option of operating experimental WIN programs
administered solely by the AFDC agencies. These “WIN Demonstrations”
gave states more ﬂexlbmty in designing their programs and allocating
resources. Most of the services, however, are also available under the

regular WIN program, which this report does not address. WIN Demon-
strations, like the regular WIN program, may offer a range of services
including assistance in Searching for employment, work experience, and
vocational skills training.

By the beginning of fiscal year 1986, 26 states had received demonstra-
tion status, accounting for over two-thirds of wiN funding. The wiN Dem-
onstration authority is temporary. The demonstrations may operate for

Page 16 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare
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Introduction

Funding and ,
Administration of
Work Programs

three years from the date of initial approval by HHS, except that those
approved before June 30, 1984, can be extended to June 30, 1987. The
deadline for all applications for demonstration status was June 30
19856.

A @@Qggnfapghonzed by OBRA was work supplementation in which
the participant’s welfare grant would be used to subsidize a job in a
public or private non-profit entity. The Deficit Reduiction Act of 1984

(DEFRA) amended this option to permit job development in the private

sector. Prior to DEFRA’s implementation, similar programs known as

“grant diversion” were authorized using waivers permitted by Section
1116 of the Social Security Act. Finally, the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act (TEFRA) gave state AFDC agencies a fourth option,

employment search, through which they could require applicants and

recipients to look for a job either individually or as part of a group.

options: poL contmues to share oversight responsnblhty with HHs for

states with regular WIN programs.

Fundmg for the WIN program has been deehmng in the past b years.

Originally, as more people came into the program, federal funding grew
from $98 million in 1971 to $340 million in 1974. (The federal govern-
ment pays 90 percent of WIN costs; the state must provide the )
remainder.) Funding remained steady at about $365 million over the
second half of the decade. In 1981, funding began to decline, from $365

million to 3267 mﬁhon in 1986 and $211 million in 1986 a mtal drop of

less than in 1981 In constant 1985 dollars, program fundmg was almost
three times as much in real terms in 1974 as it was eleven years later in
1985 (see Fig: 1.1).

Page 17 GAO/HRD8734 Work and Welfare
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Chapter1
Introduction

Figure 1.1: WIN Budget Authority: 1968-
1987 (In Current and Constant 1985
Dollars)

800 Dollars (Millions)

1968 60 70 71 72 73 74 5 76 77 78 79 80 8 82 83 84 85 86 87

Year

e Current $

States receive a WIN allocation from a fixed appropriation. That is, the
federal government provides 90 percent of the funding for WIN up to the
state’s raaximum allocation. With the creation of the wiN Demonstra-

tions and the decline in funding; the practice of allocating funds based
on performance ended and states received a set proportion froma
shrinking funding pool. The CWEP, job search, and work supplementation

Page 18 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare




Chapter 1
Introduction

AFDC Work Program
Participants

eptmns receive 50 percent matching grants for admimstratxon as part of

overall AFDC administrative costs (which are not capped), although a
comparatively small amount of funds has gone to these programs.

The work programs run by AFDC agencies need provide very litile data to

HHS on their participants and activities. While HHS provides a quarterly

reporting format for wIN Demonstrations, it requires only the most basic
data on participation and placements. (Regular WIN Programis have been
subject to much rmore extensive requirements.) Other work-related dem-

onstration projects must file quarterly progress reports, but are allowed

to decide what data they will report. Programs that are not demonstra-
tions are not subject to reporting requirements.

In 1985, about 11 million people, or 3.7 million families, received AFDC,

the main federal source of cash welfare for families with children.
Almost 10 million recipients in 1985 lived in families where there was
only one parent—usually a woman. The rest-—about 1 million people—

lived in families receiving AFDC-UP (aFDC for families where the principal

wage earner is unemployed).! Thus, most AFDC work program
participants are likely to be women.

The number of smgle-parent families on AFDC nearly doubled from 1970

to 1935, growing from 1.8 to 3.4 million: (AFDC-UP families grew at an

even faster rate, but accounted for a much smaller number of families.)?
Increased numbers of single parent families receiving AFDC reflect in
part the growth in the number of female-headed families in poverty—78

percent over the same time period. While the poverty rate for persons in

female-headed famlies changed little over this period, it is much higher
than that for other families—4 1/2 times that for all other families in
16856.3

Recent research using the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics (PSID), a 16

year longitudinal study, estimates that about a quarter of those who
ever use AFDC receive it for 10 or more years over tune These long-term

ys. House, (bm;nl;ue; on Ways and Means, Bas aterial and Dat ams
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, 99th Cong., 2nd 8ess. (Washmgton, DC GPO,
1886, p.39%.

*Background Materil, p3oL.
SBireau of the Census, Money Income and Pov__r_tysmms of Families and Persons in the United

States: 1985 (Advance Data from the March 1986 Current Population Survey), Current Population
Reports, Series P-60, No. 164 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1988), pp.23-24.
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users account for almost 60 percent of AFDC reexpxents at any one time:4

They use a larger proportion of the total resources and are the most

difficult to help. The data indicatz ihat the people most likely to be long-
term users are those who

-
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:
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Zareblack, I

dropped out of high school;

have no recent work experience; or

entered AFDC when they were very young or their youngest child was
less than three years oil:5

Thus, those who would afford the greatest welfare savings by becorning
employed have to overcoine the biggest barriers—lack of education and
vgqug egpegqnw. and child eare responsibilities—to achieve financial

independence.

structure stch as marnage, they have particular problems in becommg

self-sufficient through employment. Mony women with child-rearing

responsibilities do not receive child support or receive less than the full
amount awarded them by a court. They enter a job market where

woimen earn less than men. These and other factors such as transporta-
tion and child care costs, the economy as a whole, and their lack of edu-

cation or job skills are problems for women on AFDC who wish to find
and keep jobs.

AL 2 bt erimn Qs m oman In doing the work requested by the chairman of the Subcommittee on

Oh]ectlves, Scope and Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources, House Committee
Meth‘)delogy on Government Operations, we sought tc answer five questions in our
collection of information on work programs:

What are the characteristics of the programs nationally?

Who arc the participants?

What activities are provided by the states to prepare part1c1pants for
Work?

5E’liwood PP 1114 Some of these factors | have no impact on welfare receipt in and of themselves, but

instead are associated with other factors related to long-term welfare receipt. For example; young
mothers are likely to have other charameﬂsﬂcs, such as having never been married, associated with
long-term welfare receipt. The woman'’s age has no independent impact on length of time on welfare,
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What support services are pmv:ded to partlelpants and to what extent

does the lack of these services act as a barrier to participation?

What have the program results been and what are the problems with
assessmg those results?

To address these questions, we focusea on the ‘“new” work/welfare

efforts—the employment programs begun as a result of OBRA and
TEFRA—and gathered information on all such programs operating in
1986. The report provides information and comparisons by program
type. It does not compare the pregrams run by the AFbc agencies with

the regular WIN Program: Our review was conducted at HHS' Office of
Family Assistance (whose functions are now in the Family Support
Administration), in the state agencies that administer the AFbc work

programs; and in localities where the programs are being operated.:

Types of Information
Collected

We relied on four sources: (1) a review of the literature and empirical
material on welfare; work programs; and trends in poverty; (2) inter-
views with experts on welfare and poverty; (3) a mail survey for

descriptive data on all programs operating in 1985; and (4) case studies
of programs operating in 12 states. Collection of the various types of
data overlapped to some extent. New studies on work programs came
out during the course of our project; we reviewed them as they became

available. Also, some site visits were completed prior to the mail survey

so that mlghts from the visits could enrich the development of the
questionnaire.

Literature Review and
Expert Consultants

ln addxtton to the information we collected, we reviewed written mate-
rial on poverty and employment-related programs (see the bibliography
for sources consulted) Wé partlcularly noted results of the Ma.npower

with 3 states completed at the time of our study: In 8 of the states, the

research design compares job placement success of participants with
that of control groups. The study allows MDRC to assess which portion of
the results are due to the programs and which to general employment
opportunities or individual attributes. The programs Mpre is studying

are from the same group covered by our survey, thus providing added

depth and, in some= cases, measurable outcomes to our information.

To supplement our material, we interviewed exper:s in the fields of wel-
fare and poverty. These included policy experts, program officials, rep-

resentatives of advocacy groups, and researchers.
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Mail Questionnaire

Through our mail & survey,; we collected mformatton on partlcxpatxon,

support services, funding, and job placements for 61 programs active in

1985 in 38 states. Because the federal government collects little informa-

. tion on AFDC work programs, each program had to be contacted individu-

ally. A lack of uniform data definitions made data collection difficult:

While this study is a first attempt at describing the AFpC work prograrus

nationally, it should be viewed as a broad indicator of their status,
rather than a fully detailed picture.

A telephone survey to all states and the District of Columbia identified
programs meeting the following criteria:

operating under the authority of Title IV-A or IV-C of the Social Security
Act;
operated by the state AFDC agency; and

operating in 1986.

We defined a program as a Service or .toup of services which were
offered to the same pool of AFDC recipients. Thus, some states mtght

have several legislative options (e.g., a WIN Demonstration with a CWEP),

but consider them part of the same program while another state raight
consider the same options to be separate programs.

The questlonnalre (see App ) was based on our previous work and site

visits. We pretested it in three states. Because there are no uniform

reporting requirements for these programs and each state collects and
summarizes data differently, we asked program s:aff to provide esti-
mates where actual figures were not available: All 61 programs

responded. To make the answers as complete and consistent as possible,

we discussed and obtained clarification of the answers on each question-
naire through telephorie calls to program officials. We did not; however,
independently verify the answers.

The data derived from our survey are presented in three forms in the
repert. (1) In some cases, we present aggregate data on the national
level, e.g., the total numbers of people involved in programs of each type
throughout the nation; or the total amount of money spent on each type

of program. (2) In other cases, we present program-level data. For

example, we show the number of participants in five illustrative pro-
grams the programs v WIth the hlghest number of part1c1pants (the max-

part1c1pants (the mnumum), and the 25th and 76th percentﬂes This

latter way of displaying the data gives a sense of the variation between
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individual programs. (3) In a few cases, we present data on the state _
level, e.g.; the total number of participants or total expenditures for all

the programs in each state:

Case Studies From Sice
Visits

For a inore extensive review of the programs; we visited 12 states
between April; 1985 and March; 1986: California (San Diego County),
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas; and Washington. These

were selected for diversity of program type and service, geographic dis-
persion, and our knewledge of specific programs gaired from reviewing
1S files: In addition to time spent at program headquarters, thie visits to

states included trips to regicnal, county, and city welfare offices, as well
as sites at which program activities vere being provided.

During the visits, We met a cross-section of people associated with the

programs. At the state level, we interviewed people such as comissioners
of the human services agency, program directors, staff in charge of var-
ious aspects of program operation, and staff in agencies or programs

providing scrvices to the work program; such as employment service or
Social Services Block Grant (ssBG or title XX). At the county or regional
level, we met with local program directors, caseworkers, providers of
training, and employers. We observed activities such as job search work-

shops and orientation sessions and visited training facilities. We visited
work sites and spoke with work program participants. In several states,

we also met with representatives of legal services and other advocacy
groups. Our site visits were summarized in a standard format.:
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Findings:

implications:

WIN Demonst.- +ons provide the widest range of service choices and
are_the basis fo. several new comprehenslvegograms; but the
authorization for most of them wiil expira in 1987. )

Federal program authorizations allow fiexibility in program design, as
well as disparate goals.

The existence of four different program authorities creates duplication
and inefficiency on the_state leve! and impedes development of a
coherent work program policy.

Programs receive different federal matching rates. WIN funds havea
hi%h 90-percent match, but declined by 70 p petween 1981 ¢
1987. Thus; some progiams emphasize the more limited services of
the other options to supplement their funds.

percent between 1981 and

The programs depenced heavily on federal funds in Fiscal Year 1985:
Over 70-percent of their funding came from federal sources, most
notably WIN. Thus, they are garticularly 7iilnerable to federal
cutbacks.

Minimal federal reporting requirements impede obtaining a clear
picture of the programs.

Allowing states flexibility. to tailor programs to local needs is a
desirable work program feature, but does not require multiple
program authorizations.

Declining funding; the temporary nature of the important WIN ,
demonstration option; and_other features of the current authorizations

cambine to create uncertainty about the future federal role in
employment-related weliare programs:
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The New Program
Options

The new op’i:itms created i:iy 53:15 arid TEFRA gé ve the state AFDC FDC agencies

abxhty to tailor progrmns to their own local needs By ;985 38 states

had selected one or more options, forming 61 different programs. These
programs: vaned in administrative approaches and goals, which ranged
from quick reduction in the welfare rolls or enhancement of partici-
pants’ long-term self-sufficiency to requiring work in exchange for we!-

fare. Creation of these new programs increased the division of work

program administration that began with the dual administration of WiN,
as AFDC agencies in states with regular WIN programs set up programs of
their own.

Overall, the programs depended heavily on federal dollars, although
federal/state shares varied across programs. Over 70 percent of the
$272 million spert on the AFDC work programs in 1985 cartie from fed-
eral sources. But the most important funding source, WiN, declined by 70

percent from 1981 to 1987. Different program types iecelve different

levels of federal matching funds, which can lead to emphasizing specific
program services based on funding availability.

The 1981 and 1982 legislative changes grew out of compromise with the
administration over workfare and the states’ wish to try a new form of
adrmmstenng WIN. Thus; they were not the result of a coherent new

flexibility without deciding What permanent changes to work programs

were needed. OBRA and TEFRA allowed state AFDC agencies to operate four
rew prograrms:

WIN Demonstrations; allowing the state welfare agency to operate the

WIN Program, are the most significant option. Like regular wiN Programs,
they can offer a comprehenswe array of §erV1ces, but have more ﬂem-

is temporary; however, due to explre for most states on June 36 1987."

In Community Work Experience Programs, Iiértncxpaints work off their

benefits in unpaid work assignments in public or private non-profit
agencies, a concept known as “workfare.” CWEP participants must per-
form work with a useful purpose, but not substitute for regular workers.
Placement in unsubsidized jobs must take priority over workfare jobs:

Employment (or job) search programs for applicants and recipients can
provide group job search classes, job development, work orientation,
and referrals. In the first year up to 16 weeks of job search may be

réquired, with 8 weeks per year thereafter.
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In work supplementatldn the welfare grant subsidizes wages paid by

employers to participants. Employers may provide on-the-job tra.lmng A
similar option, called grant diversion, has been operated using waivers

under Section 1115 of the Social Security Act. The program’s objective is

that the employer hire the participant as an unsubsidized employee at

the end of the training period, usually between four and six months.

Details on the major features of the four options that state AFDC agencies

are permitted to cperate appear in Table 2:1;

Page 26 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare



Chapter2 = .
State Work Program Choices

Table 2.1: Characteristice of Work Program Options Available to State AFDC Agencies =~~~ .
— -Work supplementation

Characteristics - -~ WIN Demonstrations CWEP , dobsearch

Legisiative Authority Title IV-C of Social Title IV-Aof Social .- Title IV-A of Social Title-IV-A of Social
Security Act Seciirity Act, section 409 ?gé:(ur;( "j;‘i:t. section Security Act; section 414.

Tt Tt T LT T - - - a)(do). I

Purpose of Program ° Demonstrate single- Provide experience and . Reduce welfare Allow states to use AFDC

sgency administration of
WIN program, with
objective of providing___

training for individuals not
otherwise able to find
employment.

dependency by assisting
individuals in obtaining

regular employment:

tundstodevelopand
subsidize work positions
as an alternative to aid

training and employment provided to AFDC
_ o opportunities o recipients.
Geographic Scope May be less than May include whole state  Must be statewide. May be less than
statewide if state  _____ or designated areas. statewide:
designates remote areas:
Services may vary by site.
Participation e e
Who must participate Ages 16 to 64 ,Sexc,ept Only recipients registered Applicants and recipients No required participants;
students 16-17); with . for WIN may be required  required to register for state may establish
children 6.or over; working to participate, exceptat ~ WIN; may include those eligible categories.
less than 30 hrs./wk.; ~ state’s option, women_  exempted from WIN for
living in WIN project area; with children-age 3to 5if remoteness.
and not seriously child care is available; or
physically or mentally those exermpted from WIN
impaired. for remoteness may be
included. _
Who may participate Exempt applicantsand . May allow volunteers from May allow exempted Anyone in eligible
recipients in WIN project  exempted groups: groups to participate. categories.
areas.
Who is exempt Under 16 or 65 or older;  Anyone.exempt from WIN May exempt any applicant State may establish

with child under6; _ - ___
seriously ill, incapacitated,
or physically impaired; in
remote area; working 30 _
hrs./wks. or more; age 16-
17 and is a full-time -
student; or pregnant in
third trimester.

(with_the two exceptions
listed above); anyone
working at least 80 hrs./
mo. and earning at least
minimum wage for that
job:

who does not appear to
meet AFDC eligibility -
criteria at time application
isfiled; WIN exceptions

apply, with exceptions
noted above:

exempt categories:

Period of Participation

no more than 6 months;
max 1 yr. Work
experience: no more than
13 weeks.

Institutional training: avg.

Not more than number of
hours in any month
obtained by dividing
AFDC grant by minimum
wage. Time period
unlimited.

Applicants up to &:wks.
initially; up.to 8 additional
wks. over 12-monith
period.

Grant may be diverted for
no more than 9 months:
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Characteristics WIN Demonstrations _ CWEP Job search Work supplementation
Sanctions for Mandatory  Refusal to participate or  Same as WIN Same as WIN, except = N/A
Participants accept employment demonstrations. state may reduce period
without good cause - for which sanctions are in
results in reduction of effect.

AFDC grant for 3-months
at first occurrence and 6
months at second:

AFDC-regular—needs of
person refusingto_ _____
cooperate dropped from
grant calculation.
AFDC-UP-if person.__ _
refusing is principal wage
garner, assistance for
entire family is denied.

Support Services . o . e
Child Care Provided; mother may _ Participant reimhursed for Must be furnis! ;. or No specific provisions.

choose type, but may not  day care costs or state participants a3 either

refuse if available. Any ~ may provide directly, up  paid in advance or

necessary services may  to $160/mo. . reimbursed.

be continued for30days, . .__ . ___

or (at state option) 90 Participant reimbursed for

days. costs directly related to

... .- participation, or state may

Program may pay forany provide directly.

service necessary to find

employment or take

training. May be

continued for 30 days; or

90 days at stateoption. . . - oo oo oo R e
Other May pay for family Reimbursement up to Other services necessary  No specific provisions.

planning, counseling, $10/mo. for other for participation.

employment-related expenses; state may

medical; and selected provide workers

vocational rehabilitation compensation:

services. May be -

continued for 30 days or

90 days at state option. T e
Funding 90% federal match: 50% federal match for 50% federal match for 50% federal match for
- : administrative costs. administrative costs. administrative costs.
Components and Mayincludebutnot = Work experience primary ~ State may require _ Eligible individuals may
activities limited to: job training; job activity. participation in any take an available

search, job finding clubs; combination of CWEP; = supplemented {'.?b .

work experience; grant . WIN; and job search. Job provided by either public

diversion, education,.and placement must have or private employers. The

service contracts with priority over other - - - administering agency may

state employment service, services: May require_. _  pay all or part of the

JTPA, or private individual to participate in wages. (This type of

placement agencies. employment search when program previously has

not in CWEP or WIN een run as special
actiity. ‘‘grant diversion”
_ _._ projects.
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Each state must have either a WIN Demonstration or a regular WIN Pro-

gram, The state, at its option, may also select any of the other three

options to dperate in conjunction with the WIN program or on its own.

Because the CWEP, job search, and work  supplementation options are
authorized under title IV-A of the Social Security Act, which also autho-

rizes the AFDC program, they ¢ are sometimes referred to as the IV-A work

programs. The services that various options permit are duplicative to

sorne extent. WIN and WIN Demonstrations can offer a form of work
experience which is similar in activities performed to that under cwep,
although it differs in the determination of hours worked: The two forms

of WIN can also offer job search services similar to those provided under

the employment search option.

Goals

istrative fra;mework leaves room for

The federal legislative and admin ework le:

the states to set different program goals. Throughout its history, the wIN
program has been caught between the goals of (1) immediately reducing
welfare expenditures through quick job placements and (2) helping indi-

viduals increase their abilities to achieve long-term self-sufficiency by

improving their education and skills prior to placement in unsubsidized

Jjobs; which may or may not reduce expenditures more in the long term.
The new program legislation has riot resolved the tension between these

two goals, leavmg the choice to state governing officials or individual
program ¢ strators.

Either goal is possible within the overall structure of a wiN Demonstra-
tion. Job search programs by definition have a goal of quick job place-
ments while grant diversion or work supplementation prqgrams take a
longer term approach by guaranteeing as much as 9 months in a subsi-

dized job:

Even a program type such as CWEP with a narrow range of services may
have a number of possible goals. CWEP goals may include:

helping welfare recipients find unsubsidized jobs,
deterring employable people from going on or staymg on welfare,
providing services of value to local communities in return for their

expenditures on welfare, or

increasing public support for welfare by giving citizens cause to believe
that all who can work are doing so.

Our site visits and the hterattn'e : provide examples of programs with

these various goals. We visited CWEPs that saw their main objective as
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helping recipients learn skills and obta:m permanent employment

According to an Urban Institute study, CWEP is most often used to pro-
vide limited work experience.! We also found states emphasmng
workfare’s potential in reducing welfare rolls and obtaining work in

exchange for welfare. One program MDRC studied even viewed CWEP as a

long-term employment program in an environment of high
unemployment.?

lefer

Federal funding formulas vary by program type: The fgdqral govern-
mert provides 90 percent of WiN (including wiNn Demonstration) funding
up to a fixed amount for each state. The other three programs receive _
AFDC administrative funds (sometimes known as “regular federal funds”
or IV-A funds), for which the federat share is 50 percent with the total
amount unlimited. (As discussed below, however, the states have drawn
a relatively small amount of IV-A funds, most likely because of the

higher state contribution requlred )

The two forms of fundmg can be nuxed States runmng a CWEP in con-

activities Wlthm the WlN Demonstration. This ftmdmg arrangement can

mean that a state will spend its wIN Demonstration funds to the limit
because of the higher matching rate, then supplement them with IV-A
funds for allowable activities. This practice minimizes state

expenditures.

Overall Work Program
Administration Divided

At the national level, the establishment of wiN Demonstrations and the
three IV-A program options resulted in a further division of work/wel-
fare policy among agencies in addition to that inherent in WiN. The 1981

and 1982 changes led to a much larger role for the AFDC agencies in work

programs. The regular wIN program continues to be administered jointly
by the Departmerit of Labor and the Departmernt of Health and Human
Servmes The WIN Demonstrations and the IV-A work programs how-

asa resuit of decisions by half the stétes to adopt WIN Demonstrations in

lieu of regular WIN, repeated official administration proposals to phase

1Demetra Srith Nightingale, Federa! Erploymeiit and Training Pelicy; Changes During the Reagan
Administration (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1985) p. 80.

2Judith M. Gueron; Work Initiatives for Welfare Recipients: Lessons From a Multi-State Experiment
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986) p. 25.
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State Choices From
Among Options

out WIN (and thus end DOL’s role in AFDC work programs), and staff

reductions in DOL’s Employment and Training Administration.

At the state level, this administrative division can result in duplication

and inefficiency; impeding development of coherent state work pro-

grams. The need to follow different regulations and reporting require-

ments for each program type creates administrative inefficiericies and
hampers program coordination; even when the same agency runs the
programs. Moreover, the new requirement to establish Food Stamp work

programs means that states must follow still another set of regulations

and reporting requirements: In 13 states with regular wiN programs, the
AFDC agency also runs its own work program,; selected from among the
IV-A options. We found instances in which this dual system resulted in

duplication of intake, case management, and service provision or in the

WIN program taking participants with the fewest barriers to employment

and referring people with more severe problems to the IV-A program.
Finally, operating different programs in different parts of a state can
create inequities in services available to participants.

The administrative situation could become more complex if the wIN
Demonstration authority expires in 1987 as schediiled. If Congress has
not established a replacement program, the WiN Demonstration states

could have to revert to regular wiN Programs run by the SEsA, recreating

the administrative structure for that form of wiN and dismantling parts

of the structure in the AFDC agency.

Currently, states have a fiexxbxhty in program design that is evident in

the way the options are put together, differing methods of administra-
tion, and the changes made over the past 5 years. These changes, in
which states try one approach; alter or reject it; then try something new,
illustrate how the programs develop, building on past experience:.

By 1985, AFDC agencies in 38 states had joined the new work program
effort. Their choizes from among the options reflect different geographie
distributions for two program types. The majority of WiN Demonstra-

tions were in Northeastern and Midwestern states, as figure 2.1 shows,
and the ngjority of CWEPS were in Southern and Western states, along
with regular WIN Programs. Job search and work supplementation pro-

grams were scattered throughout the country.

Nightingale, p. 60.
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Figure 2.1: AFDC Work Program Options Chosen by States in 1985
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Note: Connecticut, Indiany, and Tennessee startad WIN Demonstrations at the beginning of
fiscal year 1986, but these programs wera not included In our survey.

Many states chose to implement more than one option; as figure 2.1 also

illustrates, but sometimes operated them as a single program. Thus,

from the individual options states chose, we identified 61 programs
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operated m federal fiscal year 1985 The programs mcluded 25 WIN Dem-

tatlon/grant dlversmn programs.t Types of combmatlons included:

WIN Demonstrations combined with CWEE, job search, or work supple-
mentation/grant diversion programs;

One or more small programs, such as CWEP or work supplementatxon/
grant diversion; operating in a limited area; separate from a wWIN Demon-
stration; and

One or more of the CWEP, job search, or work supplementatlon/grant
diversion options along with a regular wiN Program.

For analytical purposes; we divided the programs into four broad cate—

gories: WIN Demonstrations (with and without IV-A components), CWEPS

job search programs, and work supplementation/grant diversion pro-
grams. Programs fitting in none of these categories precisely were
placed in the one they m:ost closely resembled. (Table 2.2 lists these 61

programs by state. App. II provides additional information about each

program.)

4'I‘he 25 WIN Dermonstrations include 2 in the state of Maryland, which operates sn experimental; -
more richly funded “Employment Initiatives” program in two counties and a “regular” WIN Demon-
stration in other parts of the state, as well as a San Diego “Saturation Work Project” which resembles
a WIN Demonstration but mﬂly is operated under a section 1115 waiver. Thus, only 23 states
actually operated WIN Demonstrations in federal fiscal year 1985. During fiscal year 1986, 3 addi-
tiunal states—Tennessee, Indiana, and Connecticut—began operating WIN Demonstrations; bringing
the total to 26.

5Twelve states and the District of Columbia op'erated oniy reguiiu' WIN programs and thus were
excluded from our survey.
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Table 2.2: State Work Programs as
Defined by GAO Survey*

State
Alabama X

Arizona X ' X
Arkansas X

Connecticut ' X

Delaware X

Florida X

Geoigia o X

Idaho X

linois X

lowa X X

Kansas

Kentucky

Maine X

Maryland XX©
=
X

Massachusetts
M;’l .
Minnesota X

Nebraska X

New Jersey X X
New Mexico _ : X

New York oL ] X X X
North Carolina X

North Dakota X
Ohio xxd

X
x

Oklahoma

X .

Oregor.

X

Pennsylvania

X

South Carolina

=

SouthPakata  _  _x

Texas S

L - X

Utah

xe

x

Vermont

Virginia

Washinaton

West Virginia

Wisconsin

x=QOne program of a particular type.

xx=Two programs of a type:
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*Our survey defined a program as a service or group of services provided to the same pool of AFDC
applicants and/or recipients: Some of these programs consolidate two or more of the options depicted
infigure 2.1. In some cases, options that were not consolidated for our survey overlap. In consultation
with the states, however, they were defined as separate programs to simplify completion of our
questionnaire.

PSan Diego’s Saiuration Work Program, which attempits to achieve a 75 percent participation rate and
offers a variety of services; was reclassified as a WIN Q:monstration;

“Under its WIN Demonstration; Maryland operates a special pilot project; "Employment Initiatives;"
which was summarized 'separately from the overall WIN Dam. nstration.

“n addition to their general CWEP programs, Ohio and South Carolina operate special CWEP projects
that train people to be day care providers.

®We classified as a CWEP Utah's Emergency Work Program for two-parent households, in which house-
hold members are required to work, train, or fook *or jobs in exchange for benefits.

'in FY 1985, Washington had two job search programs. One served AFDC applicants throlighout the
state. The other served mainly AFDC recipients in areas where WIN did not operate; as well as some
recipients who were registered in the WIN program; but not assigned to an activity.

Most of the programs were not statewide (see table 2.3). wIN Demonstra-
tions were more likely to be statewide than the IV-A programs; but some
included only the most populated areas or those with the largest concen-

trations of AFDC recipients. Most CWEPs and work supplementation/grant
diversion programs not attached to 2 WwIN Demonstration operated in

only a few counties. For example, South Carolina’s CWEP was located in
only two counties; Colorado’s grant diversion was found in only one: Job
Search programs must be statewide.

Table 2.3: Geographic Coverage of
:'égg)rams by Program Type (Fiscal Year

Figures are percentages [

—WiN ______Job Worksupp/ Ai
(T
20

State - " Demonstration CWEP search  grant programs
Statewide_ .~ _ 44 15 83 K}
Statewide, but remote _ -
areas excluded 20 — — L= _8
Limited to one area 36 85 178 . 80 57
Percentages may not add to 100 dus to rounding: o
®Although job search programs must be statewide; states may consider that WIN job search satisfes
the requirement in areac where this service Is offered. The 17 percant reépresents ane program where
this situation applies. The program officials responded to our questionnaire based on the actuat pro-

gram c~verage, rather than the legal coverage.

Descriptive Information
Lacking

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The diversity of the programs as well as the lack of comparable infor-
mation impede a simple, coherent description of the work programs as -,
whole. There are few federal reporting requirements or standard defini-
tions of program elements (such as what constitutes participation) that

wou'd aid in a comparison of the programs’ common aspects. One reason
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for the minimal requirements for WIN Demonstrations was that the

states found the WIN requirements for detailed data collection too bur-

denscme. We found that programs collected information in different

ways, according to different criteria, and sometimes did not collect cer-
tain types of data at all.

In several states we visited, program staff said they needed ways to

learn about other state programs and share experiences. They suggested
that HHS could take more of a “clearinghouse” role, systematically col-
lecting and distributing information. In addition, they said HHSs could do
more to facilitate the exchange of methods and program approaches

among the states.

Administrative Approaches
Flexible

A variety of administrative approaches reflected the flexibility the fed-

eral framework offers. While the IV-A work programs were generally

operated directly by the state welfare agencies, we found wiN Demon-
strations that had retained a strong role for the SEsA. For example:

New York State s welfare department contracted with the employment

security agency for services for WIN mandatory recipients, including an
employability plan, placement assistance, and training referrals. How-
ever, unlike the previous WIN program; AFDC recipients who were not
placed returned to the welfare agency; which found them a tralmng or

educational opportunity or placed them in a CWEP slot.

In Texas, the employment security agency provided job search services
for the Welfare depa.rtment under 1ts WIN Démonstratlon Pa.rt1c1pants

agency. Howevexj, county welfare departments could choose to take over
exclusive resronsibility for the work program.

In all, 16 WIN Demonstrations contractéd with the Employment Service
for program services.

For example

Oklahoma welfare department staff developed an employability plan for
each participant, provided job search assistance, and referred partici-

agencies.
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In Michigan, each county welfare department had funds it could use to
contract with other agencies, such as the job service, schools; and
training providers, to run special programs for registrants in the Mich-

igan Opportunity and Skills Training (MOST) program, the WIN

Demonstfatlon

A work program caseworker, partlcularly in WiN Demonstratxons, typi-

ca.dy acts as 2 mediator or broker; rather than a direct provider of ser-

vices. In such cases, his or her main duty is often to refer participants to
other services or to negotiate and contract with other agencies to gain
access to their services for AFDC recipients.

The existence of several different work programs in one state, with dif-
ferent funding sources; reflected the division of work/welfare adminis-
tration at the federal level. For example, Ohio’s AFDC agency ran CWEP;
CWEP daycare, grant diversion; and job search programs; while its SEsa

continued to provide employment-related services under the WIN pro-

gram. Coo-dination among the progra:ins varied by county. When dif-
ferent programs were located in the same county, competition for the
“best” participants could result. For example, when Washington began
its CWFP,; participants were referred from the WiN program. A study of
the program found that many of the people referred were unable to par-

ticipate because of health problems, illiteracy, or an inability to speak
Enghsh 8

On the other ha.nd such states as Pennsylvania and Michigan took

advantage of the flexibility allowed by the WIN Demonstration ‘option to
consolidate their services for AFDC and Geverai Assistance (GA) recipi-
ents. This arrangement became possible because states could change the
WIN structure to make it compatible with state GA work programs.

Programs Becoming More
Comprehensive

Current work progrars build on prevmus expenences in work program
approaches; incl' ding job club; supported work; and werkfare experi-

ments from the 1970’s and their own WIN experiences. The services the

programs provide are net new, but the interest and activity in the wel-
fare agency is. We observed states that displayed a process of trial and
error; sometimes trying several different approaches on a small scale

hefore implementing a larger program; sometimes starting with a large

program and modifying it over time. In general, they have moved

8Hal Nelson, Evaluation of the Commurity Work Experience Program (Olympia, Washington: Depart-
ment of Social and Health Services, 1984), p. b.
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toward larger, more comprehensive programs with a wider range of
activities mcludmg education and training. For example:

California recently bega:n the Greater Avenues for Indeperdence (GAIN)

program, prowduig job search first for most participants, then services
such as work experience and training. This comprehensive program

culminated a history of work program experiments; beginning with
workfare in the early 1970’s and continuing since 1982 with San Diego’s

Jjob search/work experience program, a grant diversion program, a satu-

ration work program (to achieve high levels of participation or “satura-
tion”), and a wIN Demonstration consisting mostly of job search.
Initially; Michigan’s wiN Demonstration heavily emphasized immediate

employment and CwEP. By 1985, the MosT program, the product of exten-

sive legislative debate, deemphasized immediate job placement services

for AFDC recipients who are ot job-ready. Participants lacking educa-
tion or employment skills were assessed and could be placed immedi-

ately in education or training; for which the program had additional

funds. The number of people in CWEP had declined almost by half while

the number in vocational training almost doubled.

Massachusetts’ original wiN Demonstration; begun i in i982 reqmred wel-
fare recipients to participate in job search before skills training: Partici-

pants in this controversial mandatory program often found low-wage,
unstable jobs: In 1983, the program was redesigned as the well-known ET

Choices, which stressed educatnon and training, and voluntary
part1c1pat10n

In addition to California, the governors of New York and Illinois also

initiated major new work/welfare programs funded in part with wiN
Demonstration funds, New York’s program, piloted it New York City,
was to provide participant assessment ard employment services tailored

to the individual. Illincis’ program, Project Chance, continued its WIN

Demonstration; but refocused it on training and education. But questions

about the future of the wiN Demonstration authority allowing the AFDC
agericy alone to administer the WiN program create an uncertain environ-
ment for the inijtiation of such ambitious programs.

In states with regular wiN programs, the prospects for expansion of
their IV-A programs are more constraired. 'ihe WiN program receives the
federal funds speclﬁcally allocated for AFDC work programs and usually

takes priority in assigning participants in arcas where the program

operates. Some states are trying to coordinate their IV-A programs with
WIN For example, the state of Washmgton consohdabed its WIN and IV-A
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security agency taking over the job search services formerly provided
by the welfare agency. Consolidation would elim. aate the duplication of
staff and services that took place when the AFDC agency provided job
search services to AFDC recipients in non-wiN areas and applicants state-

wide, while the employment security agency provided the same services

to AFDC recipients in areas with WIN.

Reasons for Choices Vary
With Locale

We identified several factors in addition to previous experiences that

influenced states’ choices and development of work programs. Funding

provisions; the influence of agencies wishing to run a program, and sup-
port from public figures were among factors that formed unique local

combinations.

Funding provisions can influence what activities a work program
includes. A state’s wIN Demonstration allocation is fixed, no matter how
miuch it puts into the program. By adopting a IV-A work program, a

state can supplement its capped WiN funds with uncapped IV-A funds,

providing an incentive to run IV-A programs in addition to its wIN Dem-

onstration: The program may emphasize activitics allowable under the
IV-A program authoriiies; such as work experience and job search,
rather than training and eduecation, which are allowed only with win

Demonstration funds.

According to an Urban Institute study, in sorme states the welfare ,
agency and the employment security agency were rivals over ‘the control
of WiN; with the more influential agency winning. In others, both agen-

cies agreed on a course of action.” Effectiveness also played a role: most

states whose WIN programs had high performance ratings uutlally chose
not to become WIN Demonstrations.?

Support from public figures was important, we found, in shaping the

programs and increasing their visibility. In Massachusetts, Illinois, and
California, for example, attention from the govemor and/or legislature
influenced program services and brcuaght prominence to work efforts
based on their wIN Demonstration authority and funds: Some legisla-

tures mandated the establishment of a workfare program, while others
opposed such a - program.

Nightingale, p. 61.
SNightingale, p. 70.
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1981 contrasts with the lesser degree of interest in the |  previous WiN pro-
gram. A 1979 study of WIN found chat “state level elected officials were

generally unaware of and uninterested in WIN.””® A manifestation of this

new interest is that WiN Demonstrations are likely to have names; such
as “Er Choices” and “Project Chance,” which make them readily identi-
fiable and promote a positive image. One reason for the heightened

political interest could be the freedom WIN Demonstrations gave the

states to design their programs. At any rate, this interest may be an
important factor behind the willingness of states to contribute their own
funad: to the new work programs.

Program Funding

Although a majority of states showed interest in the new program
options by adopting one or more of them; overall the programs depend
heavily on federal support. In 1985, they drew about 72 péi‘ééﬁiij:jjjff their

total funding from federal sources. The actual percentage is slightly
higher, because programs included in an “other” category funds from
federal sources such as JTPA and the Social Services Block Grant (title
XX), some of which could not be quantified separately. All together; the

programs spent over $271 million in 1985 (see table £:4):

Table 2.4: 1985 AEDC Work Program Funding by Source

Dollar amounts in thousands . _
s . o Work supp./ .
S VWINJJemeHstraﬂon— CWEP Job search _ __grant div. Total
Funding source Amount %  Amount %  Amount %  Amount % Amount %
Federal: o
Regular tederal $23,930 9 $2500 46  $3.754 46 $791 33 $30,975 1
Special Federal _ o B _ _ -
oilect .. . 858 3 113 2 522 6 748 37 2,242 8
WIN 162,254 63 129 2 0 0 0 0 162,383 60
Subtotal 187,042 73 2,743 50 4.276_ 52 1;539 76 195600 . 72
State 60,739 24 2199 40 3885 4§ 355 18 67,178 25
Local 394 2 355 7 0 0 5 2 754 3
Othar 7,518 3 166 3 0 0 126 6 7,810 3
Not Identifiable 500 .2 -0 0 0 0 6 [i] . 500 2
Total- - -~ $256193 = $5,463 - $8,161 ] $2,025 5271 842
Percent of all Funds® 2 3 A1 100

94

2John J. Mitchell, Jr., Mark Lincoln Chadwin, and Demetra Smith Nightingale, Implerenting Welfare-

Employment

i: An Institutional Analysis of the Work Incentive (WIN} Program (Washington,

DC: Department of Health and Human Services, 1970), p. 44.
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Note: Five of 61 programs could not report amounts for regular federal funds, special federal project _
funds, or sources that were niot identifiable. Four could not report state or other funds, and three could
not report WIN or local funds.

®percentage totals may not equal 100 due to rtsundlng

Individual program types differed in their dependerce, with WIN Demon-
strations relying most heavily on federal funding because of their 90-

percent federal match, and CWEPs and job search programs overall

drawing the least on federal funds because of their required 50-percent
state match. Because IV-A programs received one dollar in federal
money for every dollar the state put in; federal and state funds in these
programs overall were equally important funding sources. The degree to

which program types depended on federal funds is compared in
figure 2.2.

;J
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Figure 2.2: Comparision of Proportion

of Program Budgets From Federal 100 Percent
Sources (Fiscal Year 1385) —- -

wIN CWEP Job Work Supplementation/
Demonstration Seaich Grant Diversion
= wap ==—p Program with the highest proportion of federal fands
751h Percanitile — 75% of programs have proportions lower than this value
® Median Program — 50% of programs have proportions higher and 50% have proportions lower than this v.

25th Percentiie — 25% of programs have proportions lower than this value

= = Program with the lowest proportion of federal funds
Within a program type, individual programs also showed great variety.
As shown in Figure 2.2, the proportion of federal funding in wIN Demon-
strations ranged from 42 to 96 percent, with half receiving less than 80

percent. Thus many states put in more money than required under fed-

eral matching provisions: The variation reflects states’ differing degrees
of commitment and ability to support their work programs beyond the
10 percent they are required to provide. Work supplementation pro-
grams also showed a wide range, from 0 to 95 percent. These programs
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received a large proportion of special federal project ‘unds, to which the

state must contribute 10 percent. Special project funds could; however,
be comibined with the state contribution to match federal IV-A funds;,
making possible a 95-percent federal share. (Total federal, state; local,
and other work program funding for each state is shown in table 2.5:)

Paxe.ﬁ' d 3 : éAO/BRD-B’I-Bl EVork and Welhm




Chapter2 . = .
State Work Program Cholces

Table 2.5: Total Work Program Funding

by State® (Fiscal Year 1985)

Total Work
Program

Alabama®

161,382

Arizona

_ 3.239.539

Arkansas

1,645,938

California®

P 47,785,556

Colorado®

330,780

Connecticut®

151,640

Delaware

o ___ 1,282,755

Florida _ _ _ _

— 8,430,633

Georgia =

4,859,682

Idaho® 1,006,000
lilinois 18,510,193
lowa — 455328
Kansas® e 942,611
Kentucky? i,538 ’
Maine 2,693,664
Maryland o ___ 6,606,505
Massachusetts _ _ . 30,000,000
Michigan - 34,701,470
Minnesota® 222,095
Nebraska 986,067
New Jersey . ___ 13,595,000
NewMexico® — 75,850
NewYorke 3,394,935
North Carolina® 504,984
North Dakota? ___- 956,684
Ohio? 1,846,727
Oklahoma - 5,504,083

Oregon

13,559,204

Pennsylvania

18241318

South Carolina®

228783

————

I 1,182,784

Texas . . o

14,977,608

Utah®

409,701

Vermont®

. _.--799,008

Virginia

6,379,885

Washington®

6,500,473

West Virginia®

5,447,565

Wisconsin

10,893,308
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*These states also had regular WIN programs, which were not included in our survey, and which had
additional funding.

bTotals exclude budgsts for one small project, for which the information was not available.

New York could D""’V@ 9“@9,93?1@, funding information for its WiN Demonstration and none for its
CWEP and work supplementation/grant diversion programs. In addition; its WIN Demonstration oper-
ated for only part of the year, so additional WIN funds would have been spent on the reguilar WIN
program.

WIN funds were the most important single source of furnding, accounting
for 60 percent of the total for all programs; as table 2.4 indicates. The

programs drew about $162 million from this federal source, compared

with $31 million from regular federal, or IV-A funds. WIN Demonstra-
tions were by far the largest programs in terms of funding, spending
$256 million compared with about $16 million for the other program

types combined. They drew the bulk of both federal wiN and regular fed-

eral funds. This dependence on WiIN funds results from the higher federal
match, even though the amounts available to states have been reduced:
It also suggests states’ preference for the comprehensive approach and
the difficulty—and less attractive nature—of developing large pro-
grams with substantial funding investments outside of the wIN program

with its richer funding.

The large federal share in WIN Deronstration funding means that of all
the work programs run by AFDC agencies, they are particularly vulner-
able to federal funding cutbacks. Total WIN funding, which covers both

WIN Demonstrations and regular wiN programs, declined by 42 percent
 between 1981 and 1986. By 1987, the AArop was 70 percent. About 70

percent of the program administrators responding to our survey thought

that low funding impeded program implementation to some degree, with
about 30 percent saying it did so to a great or a very great degree. In
subsequent chapters, we explore specific ways that funding affects pro-
gram operations.

e B —TEEEEEEEL S — —
Conclusions A broad look at federal work program options and state choices from
among them shows three factors at work in the current work program
environment.
1. The variety of services states can provide has allowed states the flexi-
bility to experiment with different approaches over timé and develop
their programs to accommodate local factors.
2. The complex array of program types—wiN Demonstrations, CWEP,

employment search, work supplementation, as well as the regular wIN
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program—has increased the division of work program policy and
administration. Some state AFDC agencies have one comprehensive pro-
gram encompassing a range of services; while others have several small

efforts. In some states all programs are run by the state AFDC agency.

Other states have the regular WIN program, in which the Sesa provides
employment-and training services and the AFDC agency arranges support
services while also running its own programs. Such an array of program

authorizations—created through legislative compromise—is not neces-

sary to provide flexibility. In fact, two of the IV-A options provide ser-
vices similar to ‘hiose provided by the WIN program. Accommodation of
local needs could be provided for in one comprehensive authorization
with uniform funding and administration:

3. The future of federal involvement in work programs is uncertain. The
wiN Demonstration authority; tised by states as a springboard to com-
prehensive programs such as Massachusetts’ ET Choices, California’s

GAIN, Michigan’s MoST, and Illinois’ Project Chance, will expire for most
states in 1987. Furthermore, federal financial support is declining. wiN
funds provided 60 percent of all work program funding in 1985, but

have declined by 70 percent in the past 6 years. Heavy reliarnce on this

source to run: the programs could jeopardize their future, if states

cannot contribute more resources.

These elements raise questions about future federal and state roles and
responsibilities in providing employment-related services to AFDC recipi-
ents: The legislation authorizing these programs could be modified to
maintain the flexibility accorded to states while decreasing the com-
plexity caused by varying regulations and funding formulas.

A
v
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A minority of adult AFDC recipients participate in work programs run
by AFDC agencies—about a fifth in WIN Demonstration states:
definitions of participation vary.

Findings:

« Women with children under 6 are legally exempt from most programs,
yet they are at risk of becoming long-term AFDC users:
+ Little data or participant characteristics is available, but programs -

exclude some people with multiple or severe barriers to employment,
such as illiteracy or needs for support services.
» Most programs require participation, but overall they do not appear
punitive; in_ the median program, the number of people sanctioned
was about 5 percent of participants:
Programs could have a greater effect if expanded to more people, but

this would be expensive.

im'pﬁcaﬂbns:

« Women with young children could benefit from program services; but
adequate child care must be avsilable; questions remain about the
desirability of mandatory participation for this group:

s People with little education or multiple support service needs could
also oenefit, but the services needed can be expensive and long-
term.

« While a mandatory program need not be punitive if viowed as an
opportunity, safeguards against arbitrary or inequitable benefit
reductions are necessary. - ]
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Work programs run by AFDC agencies served over 700,000 AFDC recipi-
ents in fiscal year 1985. In states that had WiN Demonstrations, the com-
bined AFDC work programs served about a fifth of 2dult AFDC recipients.

In states with regular WiN, the AFDC =gency’s IV-A work programs were
much smaller, involving less than 5 percent of adult AFDC recipients
oecause the regular WIN program covers mos* participants these pro-
grams would serve. Work programs generally do not cover their entire

states: Moreover, over two-thires of programs with participation or reg-

istration requirements exempt over half of the caseload because these

individuals have children under 6 and, to participate, would require
child care. Despite the limited population and area covered by the pro-

grams, our evidence suggests that they are unable to serve all of those

who are reqinred or ehg1 ble to partlmpatz: Some programs screen Out

vices. Over 80 percent of work programs requlre some people to reglster
and/or participate, but program staff generally are not punitive in the
way they enforce these requirements.

What DOéS
Participation Mean?

There is no standard measure of program partncxpatlen used by all work

programs. HHS requires WIN Demonstrations to report numbers of people

registering, not actually participating, in their programs. CWeP, job
search, and grant d1vers10n programs are not reqmred to report any spe-

ferent v ways Some programs count as participants people who received

no services. For example, one program we visited defined anyone who

was registered in its job search compcnent or waiting for a CWEP slot as a
participant. Some programs count people who only received orientation
or assessment of their education and skill needs. Moreover, some people

placed in a “holding’ status without participating in an activity are clas-

sified as participants. Other programs require some form of active com-
pliance with an employablhty plan approved by a case worker.

Because partlcxpatxon definitions vary, and some are very liberal, partic-
ipation estimates are rough and probably higher in general than the
number of people who actually received a service or participated in an
activity. An additional problelp in determining participation arises
because some programs report participation on a monthly rather than

an annual basis. Some of these programs could not provide annual esti-

mates of the individuals they served.
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Mandatory?

éhnpter 3
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About four-fifths of the programs, including all of the WiN Demonstra-
tions; required some AFDC recipients to register and/or participate; as

table 3.1 shows. Only 11 programs had no requirements; only work sup-

plementation programs were predominantly purely voluntary. Eight
percent of the wIN Demonstrations, 10 percent of the CWEPs, and 10 per-
cent of the work supplementation programs had requirements for regis-
tration only. Massachusetts’ ET Choices was an example of such a

program. The registration process was used as an gpportunity to per-
suade the registrant that the program would be helpful. But most pro-
grams, including 92 percent of the wiN Demonstrations; 70 percent of
CWEPSs, and 83 percent of job search programs, required participation of

some people. Appendix H specifies the programs that required

participation..

Table 3.1: Mandatory Participation and/
or Registration Requiremants by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

Flguteianepenceniages o

WIN Job Work su / Al
Roqulreliient Demonstratlon CWEP search grant ¢ programs
Only registration 8 10 . 10 . 8
Only participation- - _ _ . 25 . . 8
Both registration and —— - - . _
participation 92 45 83 3 66
Norequirements .« 20 17 60 ________ 18

In the programs we visited, officials tended to view the participation
requirements a’S, not a hurdle AFpc applicants and recipients must sur-
mount to receive benefits; but a vay to “get people through the door”—

people who might not voluntarily participate because of fear, distrust,
or lack of self-confidence. Once a participant was enrolled, the program
often was presented as an opportwuty Program names such as ET

grams emphasrzed marketmg to encourage volunteers or convmce maut-

datory registrants that the programs had important services to offer. In
Massachusetts, for example, outreach literature was mailed and distrib-
uted in the community and at job fairs, and the governor held a series of
press conferences around the state to honor successful graduates and

recruit new participants.

Some critics claim that mandatory work experierice is unfair to the
people who pérfdﬁﬁ work of value; but are not compensated as other
workers are. MDRC's studies of several prcgrams which included work
experience concluded that the jobs were not “make work,” but involved
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What Is the Extent of
Participation?

needed services.! Some positions may actually be the same as those of
regular employees who receive pay higher than the minimum wage; the
rate by which CWEP hours usually are calculated. However, some pro-
grams use the average or prevailing wage for a position rather than the

minirmum wage to calculate work hours:.

Even in CWEP programs, staff and participants sometimes saw the
required activities as a way to develop confidence and obtain needed

work experience. Program officials cited instances where participants

volunteered to work more hours than required or continued in their
CWEP positions after they were no longer required to participate. Partici-
pants we interviewed; however; also said that; while they liked their
work; they would prefer to have “real jobs,” with wages and benefits. In

its surveyS of work experience participants in five states, MDRC consist-
ently found that the majority of respondents were satisfied with the
work requirement and enjoyed their jobs.2 People who actualiy partlcl-
pated, however, may not be representative of the entire mandatory pop-

ulation;, including AFDC recipients who were required to participate but

did not because they were screened out or sanctioned (had their henefits
ternporarily reduced or eliminated) for various reasons.

The bulk of 1985 work program participants were in WIN Demonstra-
tions. Even so, these programs served a minority of adult AFDC recipients
in their states. Most programs reduced their caseloads by exempting

women with children under 6. Because of limited capacity, programs

also may have screened out people whose characteristics made them dif-
ficult to serve.

1Judith M. Gueron, Work Initiatives for Welfare Recipients: Lessons from a Mul
(New York: MDRC, 19§6),p 25

2JmetQumt.etaL mmnmmmmmnigy___ﬁn}p_ym:mmammmew

Yorchan’” o "'ormiﬁankeeearchcoxporﬁon, 1984),13 189; Daniel Friedlander, et al.

Arks nal Report on the WO o Counties (New York: MDRC, 1986), p. 175;

Marilyn Pﬂc& ﬁmmw%mmmm Services Program (New York: MDRC,
1986); p. 3odi; Joseph mmwzmmm
onstrations (New York: MDRC, 1884), p. xvi; Barbara Goldman, et al. Final Report on the San Diego

Job Search and Work Experience Demonstration (New York: MDRC, 1985), p. 75.
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Participants
How Méﬁy Pébi)ié Ba§§q on our survey, at least 714,448 people participated in work pro-
i’éi‘tiéiﬁébé? grams run by AFDC agencies at any time during 1985, as shown in table

3.2.3 The bulk of these participants, about 680,000 were in WIN Demon-
strations. This is not surprising; since the IV-A programs coexist with
WIN programs and off.en operate in a small area:

Table 3.2: Participants in AFDC Work Emgmmuy!mgmmquzscaLYeaLwBS) -

_ No.ot - Number cf participants individual brogram
_ participants = ___ _ _ 25th . 75th
Program type (national total) Mirimum  Percentile Medlan Percentile  Maximum
WIN Demonstratlon 681,854 1,262 4,920 16,959 35,997 120,000
CWEP 19,465 18 121 440 1,874 4735
Jobsearch =~ -~ ~ -~ - - 86867 909. . 21102 = 5457 10,637 . 12543
Worksupplamealaﬂonﬁgrantdwetsmnf S 3,006 82 129 238 404 782
Total® 71348 .

2The 25th percentile is the value (number of participants) below which 25 percent of the programs fall.

The 75th percentile is the value below which 75 percent of the  programs fall:

5Th|snumber is an estimate of the unduplicated number of pamcupants in the four program types, thus,
it is smaller than the sum of participants.in the four programs. It was derived by asking state officials to
Zstimate the nurber of people who participated in all types of work programs combined. This table
excludes participants in four programs—CWEPSs in lowa, Pennsylivania, and Minnesota, and Oregon’s
WIN Demonstration—that were unable to provide an unduplicated count of annual participants:

Program-level data also showed that the average WIN Demonstration
served many more people than a typical IV-A work program, although
there was much vanatlon w1thm each program type (see table 3 .2). The

120,000, with about 17,000 for the median progran. In contfast CWEPS

had a median of 440 partlmpants and work supplementation programs
a median of 238. (App. II shows the number of participants in each pro-
graim surveyed. )

In states 'with WIN Demonstration programs operating tke full year, the
combined AFDC work programs served about 22 percent of all adult AFDC
recipients in fiscal year 1985. The estimated numbers of individuals par-
ticipating in all the work programs operated by each state’s AFDC agency
during 1986 are compared with the total numbers of adults rcceiving

AFDC at any time during the year in table 3.3. Participation varied

3This does not incliide partldpants in four states (Pennsylvania, rowa, Sbuth Dakom, and Minnwoba)
which were unable to provide an unduplicated count of annual participants. As noted; however; the

participation numbers some programs provided included people whose participation was limited to
registering for the program, attending an orientation class, or going through an assessmient process.
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greatly by state; programs in individual states served between 2.8 and
62 percent of adult AFDC recipients.
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Table 3.3: Participation Rates by States _

With Win Demonstration and IV-A
Programs (Fiscal Year 1985)

__AFDC - -Total Percentof

State reciplente participants =~ total
WIN Demonstration States: -
Arizong S 44,341 7,547 17.0
Arkansas 35,457 9,343 26.4
California 784,943 115000 147
Delaware o _15,440 2422 157
Florida- e 175,142 51,000 17.7

Ceorgia ... 130,860 3,672 28
Wincis 334,908 120,000 - 358
lowa 66,194 . b b
Maine L 28,698. 4,920 171
Maryland e 107,143 20,475 191
Massachusetts , 123,959 23,666 19.1
Michigan ‘ 366,708 109600 297
Nebragka .. 21434 10044 . = 489
Newdersey . 192,277 16,959 8.8
NewYork 547,844 16,980 31
Oklahomma 54,200 19,888 36.7
Oregon 48,234 b b
Pennsylvania : 288612 ..  °® b
South Dakota . 13,449 3,79 28.2
Texas 214,347 57,075 266
Virginia 88,406 20834 236
Wisconsin 163292 = 47844 = 293
West Virginia -~ - - 58,126 35,997 61.9

Subtotal (all states) 3,904,014 676,462

Subtotal* (excluding lowa, New York, 2,953,130 659,482 2.3

Oregon; and Pennsyiv

States With IV-A Programs:
Alabama 76,840 480 06
Colorado ... 56401 1,798 32
Connecticut e 59,302 - 82 0.1
idaho . . . 13412 1,296 a7
Karisas 39,481 2,913 74
Kentucky 92448 __28 0.0
Minnesota _ . 91,472 — . P b
North Caroling 104,207 1,200 1.2
North Dakota 7,385 400 5.4
New Mexico 28,593 79 03
Ohio . 316383 3202 10
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Total adutt*

— _AFDC 1 Total Percent of
smgf, __reciplents _participants __ total
South Carolina - - 62,898 218 03
Utah 44,049 8,850 20.1
Vermont 14,476 2,500 17.3
Washington - - - , . _ __ .-.107861 _ . _ 14940 _ _ _ 139
Subtotal (alistates) . . _ . 1,109,218 37,986 34
Total (all states) 5,013,232 713,448
Total® (excluding lowa, New York; Oregon, 4,062,348 697,468 17.2
and Pennsylvania)

ﬁEggmates for all states except lowa were obtained by using FY 1984 statistics (the latest available from
HHS) for the number of aduit-AFDC recipients on hand at the beginning of the year and adding new
applications approved for each of four quarters: This process yielded an approximation of the number of
adults on AFDC at any time daring the year. Because lowa switched.-to a new system of counting -
approved applications during this time, the state provided a count of adiilt recipients based on Medi-
caid data. lowa's count is from July 1884 to June 1985, however, a different time period from the other

numbers.

Binformation not available.

“New York was excluded from this total because its WiN Demonstration operated for only 5 months of
the year. Since many miore people would have participated in the regular WIN Program, including its .
numbers would have biased the total percentage for the year. The other states were excluded from the

total number of AFDC recipients because no program participation figures were available.

In states with regular WIN Programs, work programs operated by the

AFDC agency served between 0.1 and 20 percent of the caseload of each

state in 1985, for a total of 3.4 percent of the adult AFDC recipients in
non-wiN Demonstration states that could report the information. This
percentage does not include participants in the WiN Programs, which

may have served many more people.

Who Is Requlred to
Participate?

There are several reasons that the work progranis were servin "”g a rela-
tively small percentage of adult AFDC recipients. First, only & subset of

AFDC recipients were required to participate: As discussed in chapter 2,

most of the programs did not serve their entire states. Many were lim-
ited to a particular area, while others served most of the state excluding
certain remote areas.

Most programs further reduced their caseloads by exempting women

w1th ‘young chlldren from partlcipation thereby excludmg abbut 60 per-

Program exempts women with children under 6 and JOb seareh pro-

grams must follow the WiN eligibility criteria. CWEPS have the option of

including women with children aged 3 to 6 if adequate child careis
available. All programs, however, can get permission from the federal

‘J A _ - n - -
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graras with registration or participation requlrements only 14 requlre(i
women with children under 6 to participate. (Table 3.4. lists the pro-
grams with such requirements.)

Table 3.4: Programs Requiring Women
With Children Under 6 to Register or

Participate (Fiscal Year 1985)

State Program type

Arizona _ Grant diversion WIN Bemonstration
Arkansas _WIN Demonstration

lowa CWEP

Michigan WIN Demonstration

Nebraska WIN Demonstration .
New York _ ____ WIN Pemonstration

North Carolina —_ CWEP

Ohio CWEP day care

Oklahoma WIN Demonstration

Oregon WIN Demonstration = =

South Carolina CWEP -

West Virginia WIN Demonstration

Utah i Emergency work program®

2Reclassified in our survey as a CWEP.

Waiting until a woman’s youngest child reaches age 6 to provide

employment and training services may not be the most cost-effective
strategy. A recent analysis of psID data showed that young, unmatried
women who enter AFDC when their children are less than 3 years old are

the group at greatest risk of becoming long-term recipients. Over time,

more than 40 percent will spend at least 10 years on AFDC.* Delaying a
woman’s return to the labor market until her youngest child turns 6
decreases potential welfare savings and puts her at a disadvantage in
the labor market because of her age; lack of recent work experience, and

years on public assistance. Moreover, in the general populatlon, the

majority of women with children under 6 (64 percent in 1985) are in the
labor force and about half (48 percent) are actually employed. There-
fore; it may no longer be equitable or desirable to ‘exempt some people

from work programs solely on the basis of their children’s age.

4David T. Ellwood, Targeting “Would-Be” bogg-Tmn -Term Recipients of AFDC (Washington, DC
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., 1986), p. Xiil. The age of the youngest child per se dow not influ-
ence future dependency; rathei', women with young children at the time they begin AFDC are less
likely to have been married and more likely to have low levels of education, factors that seem to
contribute directly to long-term welfare dependence;
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Two states we visited had waivers from HES to require women with chil-
dren under 6 to participate in work programs. In Oklahoma’s Employ-

ment and Training Program (E&T), officials thought, the issue was not the
age of the child, but the availability of child care. The state allocates a
relatively high percentage of its title XX funds to child care. Wormen.
with young children accouinted for about 70 percent of Oklahoma AFDC

recipients. E&T statistics indicate that from 1982 to 1985, the percentage

of registrants who had young children grew from 37 to 70 percent. Over

that time period, 67 percent of the more than 25,000 program partici-
pants who found employment had at least one child under 6.

Miehlgan S MOST program required registration of parents with children

over age 6 months; but limited mandatory participation to education if
the parents have not completed high school or its equivalent and to edu-
cation, training, or work experierice for those who have finished high
school. No participation could be required unless day care was available.

Over half of all MOST registrants in the three years ending in March 1985

were women with children under age 6. Program statistics indicate that
the proportion of active participants who had children under 6 ranged
from 34 to 46 percent during that period. This group ccmpnsed a

slightly lower percentage of those placed in jobs, however, ranging from

31 to 45 percent of all placements during the same time period.

Includmg wolien with young children in a work program presents some

difficulties. While some school-age children are old enough to stay alone,

children under 6 need suprrvision, and those who are not in school also

need more hours of care than do school-aged children. Such greater child
care needs mean larger program expenses or demands on other pro-
grams. Also, there may not be enough child care facilities, especially for

very young children. Additional participants could strain program

capacities to provide employment and training services. There also are
questions about the desirability of requiring women with young children
to leave them with a child care pro-ider to participate in a work pro-

gram. An official in one state that chose not to do so expressed concern

about the effect of such a requirement on women who are not psycho-

logically equipped to balance the demands of work and child-rearing.
Another state we visited did not use its waiver to impose such a require-

ment; because the head of the welfare agency had reservations about

including women with young children, fearing negative consequences.
Program officials found they could fill the program’s capacity without
this group. Finally, an imponderable; but important; factor concerns the

poter:.ial effects—both bad and good—on the children:

"777 .’ ’ . | B B o - ) o -
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The number of peeple reqmred to partieipate does not strictly limit the

number of participants; many programs accept volunteers. Some pro-
grams we observed, however, lacked the capacity to serve more people
or the child care funds necessary to serve volunteers with children

under 6. As a result; they discouraged voluntary participation or gave

priority to mandatory participants. Other programs we visited, how-
ever, encouraged volunteers; for example, the Maine and Texas WIN
Demonstrations served almost as many volunteers as mandatory

participants.

Who Participates?

Not everyone required to participate in a work program does so; the
capac1ty of the Work programs and the other progra.ms they rely on

develop formal priorities or informal ways of screemng out people who

are by law eligible or required to participate, but who have characteris-
tics that make them more difficult to serve. Such people are temporarily
or permanently placed in an inactive category.

Some programs give priority to AFDC-UP, or two-parent families. This

may be in part because male AFDC recipients, with their likelihood of
greater work experience, are easier to place in jobs. Working with the
male parent in a two-parent family also means that the program need
not provide chiid care assistance: As shown in table 3.5, AFDC-UP recipi-

ents constituted about 21 percent of work program participants whose
status was known.

Table 3.5 Number and Percent of

AFDC-Regular and AFDC-UP Clients by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

- WIN Job Work supp./ — - -
Client s:atus Demonetration CWEP search grant div. Total*
Regular 425,225 7,405 24,168 2,651 459 449
(Percentage)® - (89 (72 (66)  _ (88) - (79)
Unemployed parent 103,963 2,895 12,699 355. 119,912
(Percentage)® B ) I ) B <) _(12) @)
Total with status known 529,188 10,300 36 867 3,006 579,361
Status unknown 152.666 9,165 o 6 161:831
Total 681,854 19,465 36,867 3,006 741,192

“Totals may mclude some people who were counted twnce because they participated in more than one
program type.

b0 those whose status was known.

CWEP and job search programs in particular seemed to give a higher pri-

ority to AFDC-UP recipients. While unemployed parents consituted about
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20 percent of WiN Demonstration 15art1c1pants whose status was known,

they were 28 percent of CWEP participants whose status was known and
33 percert of job search participants. However, the status of 22 percent
of work program participants; including 22 percent of those in WiIN Dem-
onstrations and about half of those in CWEPs; was unknown. A few pro-

grams serving large numbers of AFDC-UP recipients considerably pulled
up the total proportion of such recipients served, the program-level data
displayed in table 3.6 suggest.

Table 3.6: Percent of Cllents Who Are
AFDC-Regular by Program Type (Fiscal
Year 1985)

— WIN e - Work supp./
Percent AFDC-Regular Demonstration CWEP Job search grant div.
Minimum 52 0 45 63
25th percentile 85 -60 48 81
Median 98 100 57 100
75th percentile 100 100 76 100
Maximum _ _____ _____________ 100 _ __ _100__ ____ _100__ ___ _ 100

The proportion of work program participants receiving AFDC-UP beniefits
is probably a good estimate of the proportion who are male. Most AFDC-
regular work program participants were women, while most AFDC-UP

partlclpants were men, as federal laW prescnbes that WIN Demonstra-
participate. This suggests that men were about a fifth of AFDC work pro-
gram participants in 1985.

Information on the other charactenstlcs of Work program part1c1pants
ofteni was not available. Three-quarters or fewer of the programs col-
lected data on age (72 percent); gender (756 percent); race {62 percent);
or number of children (61 percent). Less than 60 percent of the pro-

grams collected data on education level (67 percent), work history (36
percent), length of time on welfare (51 percent), or age of the youngest
child (66 percent).

MDRC collected mformatlon on pa:rt1c1pant charactenstlcs m its evalua-
tions of seven work programs. The data show that program caseloads
varied greatly in terms of characteristics such as ethnicity, educational
level, prior AFDC dependence, and prior work experience.5 Reasons for
the variations mcluded both differences in A¥bc populations across

8Judith M: Gueron, Work Initiatives For Welfare Recipients: Lessons From A Multi-State Experiement
(New York: MDRC, 1986), p. 23.
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states and differences in programs’ criteria for choosing the people they

served.

MDRC'S work and our site visits revealed three broad groups of work pro-
gram enrollees. The first contains people who have significant work his-

tories or educational backgrounds. Members of the second group have
more problems to overcome in seeking employment, such as lack of child
care or transportation, few job skills; or an inadequate education. The

third group consists of people with severe barriers to employment, such

as extremely low reading levels, difficult support service problems,

mental or physical illness, or drug use, which make them unlikely to
benefit from the services a work program can offer.

Who Is Not Served‘?

Discussions with program staff indicated that some programs screened
out people thought to be difficult or expensive to serve, or whom case
workers thought would not benefit from the services or be able to find a
job. According to program staff; AFDC recipients with multiple or severe

barriers to employment, such as illiteracy, attitudinal problems, medical
problems, child care needs, or some combination of these problems, were
particularly likely to be screeried out.

ﬁéSﬁéﬁSéé t0 GAO'S ° survey also suggest that programs cannot in all cases

meet the needs of people who are difficult to serve: As shown by table
2.7, respondents to our gquestionnaire reported that low educational
attainment, lack of child care, and lack of transportation prevented reg-
istration or participation in the programs to some extent. Respondents
also gave shortage of staff and inability to provide an appropriate

activity as reasons sdme pedple did not reglster or part1c1pate Thus,

and they may respond by leavmg out those who are less ready for JObS
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Table 3.7: Program Administrators’
Opinions on Barriers to Registration or
Participation

Figures are percentagas® L

Very Little -

great Great Moderate Some or no Don’t
Barrler extent extent extent extent extent know
Low educational attainment 3 14 .15 27 34 7
Lack of childcare - 167 18 25 33 7
Lack of transportation - 8 22 22 22 20 7
Too few staff 7 10 15 25 38 5
Program couldn't prowde activity 3 10 13 27 42 _ 5
Client already in other program -3 3 B 25 53 7
Other® . 13 25 29 25 0 8

“Percentages may not add to 100 due to roundmg
bThlrty -geven programs did not respond o this quesﬂon Reasons glven by those who did included poor

English language skills, health problems, lack of work experience positions, and socialfemotional
barriers.

Several factors contnbubed to a tendency to screen out the less job-

ready AFDC recipients. Individuals with multiple barriers to employment
can require intensive,; expensive services for a longer period of time
than other work program eligibles: For example; a person with a low

reading level and no skills could require remedial education followed by

skills training, then job placement assistance. A person with several chil-
dren would need day care for those not old enough to take care of them-
sclves. Most programs have limited resources for these s services, as

discussed in the next chapter. Prcgrams using placement rates as an

indieator of success have Yittle incentive to serve the harder to employ,

since they are likely to have lower placerient rates than other partici-
pants, and results can take longer to appear. As a result; a program
hoping to show a quick effect with limited resources would find it diffi-
cult to target these individuals:.

We observed some programs making the effort to target special groups,

sometimes through small projects. Maryland had some small special

projects for teenage mothers, AFDC-UP recipients, and AFDC recipients

who were not WIN mandatory. New York was planning special projects
to solicit volunteers with children under 6 in several upstate districts
with child care funds provided; and to select people with a prolonged
history of welfare dependeney from the unassigned recipient pool in

New York City and Erie County. Michigan’s state work program office

set a policy of targeting youth and single parents for fiscal year 1986,
but counties were not reqguired to meet any numeérical goals and were
allowed to set their own target groups.
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a “sa;nctxon ” If the nonparticipating person is a member of a two—pa:rent

family, the entire family is made ineligible for AFDC benefits. In the case
of a single pareiit, payment to the noncooperating adult is denied but
payments for the children are made to a third party, usually a relative;
neighbor, or friend. For the first episode of noncooperation; the sanction

usually lasts 3 months (up to 3 months for job search); subsequent epi-
sodes result in a 6-month reduction of benefits.

The programs do not Seem to make extensive use of sarnctions. Of the 39
programs that reported the number of people sanctioned, the median

number of people sanctioned was about 6 percent of a program'’s
number of participants. This percentage was an over-estimate of the
number of people sa.nctloned compared with the entire pool of people

of the mandatory population.

tiné reason sanction ratés may bé iovv 1s tiiat some programs u”sed”*’ a

ulatlons require program staff to spend up to 36 days trymg to resolve

exarple, the case worker may schedule the individual for a dlfferent )
activity. Program officials and workers in several programs emphasized
the importance of such a mandatory conciliation period to avoid

reducing or terminating benefits based on misuriderstandings or confu-
sion about program requirements and services.

Although program officials saw conciliation as necessary to prevent
uneven apphcatxons of sanctions within a program, some case workers

criticized the requirement. They said they would sanction more fre-
quently if it did not take so much time and energy to document noncom-
pliance. They also said that people manipulate the system by switching
from one activity to another:

The iimited capacii:y of many progl'ains couid also contribute i;o a iow

staff may prefer to concentrate on helpmg wﬂhng part1c1pa.nts

Sanctioning practices vary across programs. Some programs make more
frequent use of the sanction mechanism. In 12 programs, the number of
people sa.nctloned was more tha.n 10 percent. of the number of partlc1-
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figure 3.1. The ratio of number of people sanctioned to the number of

participants varied greatly within program types, for example, from 0

to 29 percent for CWEP programs. Overall, CWEPs tended to sanction niore

than other programs. Ten of the 12 programs with sanctioning percent-

ages over 10 percent were CWEPS. CWEPs may have sanctioned more fre-

quently because they are more likely than other programs to be used or

pereexved as a disincentive to welfare receipt rather than a service to

the AFDC recipient.

Figure 3.1: Number of Peopie
Sanctioned as a Proportion of Totai
Participants (Fiscal Year 1985)

40 Percent

10

WIN CWEP dob___ Work Supplementation/
Demonstration Search Grant Diverslon

= =F == Program with the highest proportion of sanctions

75th Percentile — 75% of programs have propomons lower than this value

B Median Program = 50% of programs have proportions higher and 50% have proportions lower [han this valu

» 25!h Percentlle — 25% of programs have proportions lower than this value
- -L -—p Program with the lowest prope mén éf sanctuons

Even within a program, sanctlonmg practices vary greatly Some county

offices and some workers have higher sanction rates than others. Legal

Aid staff at one site we visited pointed out that participants in the local

program were subject to Jifferent sanctioning processes depending on

s [}
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Conclusions

the component in which they were involved (different agenc1es were
responsible for the components). Based on their involvement in sanction
appeals, the attorneys said the staff of one agency had a better under-
standing of the law and thus had a fairer appeals process than the other

with the IV-A ,rogranis in their states reached about a fifth of adult
AFDC recipients in their states. Data limitations prevent the development
of a national profile of who was served and who was not. Many of the
adults not served were women with children under 6; as the majority of

the programs exempt them from participation. From the limited data

available, we know that some programs were excluding people with
multiple or severe barriers to employment, because they were too diffi-
cult to serve (such as those needing extensive remedial help), required
services which were unavailable (such as transportation in rural areas),

or were considered unlikely to be successful (such as those with both
support service needs and educational inadequacies).

Thie policies of the Work programs regarding who is eligible and who
actually participates raise difficult questions. Although only a minority

of programs require women with children under 6 to participate, the
majority of women with children under 6 in the population as a whole
are in the labor force. Excluding recipients with young children may
make the return to employment more difficult later on: But including

them poses other problems. Funds must be available to meet the much
larger child care needs of this group. Moreover, it is unclear whether
mandatory participation for such recipients is desirable.

The programs’ tendency to screen out people who are more difficult to

serve or less ready for employment is also problematic. As-we describe
in chapter 1, the people with greater barriers to employment, such as
low educational levels; no work experience; and young children are also
those who are likely to stay the longest on AFbc. Helping these people

could produce potentially large welfare savings. But it may also require
greater resources, as we discuss in the next chapter.

Alil magh most programs reqmred some people to part1c1pate they did
not seem punitive on the whole. Instead of relying on the right to termi-

nate the benef:is of those who refused to partiripate, the programs
seemed to be presenting themselves as a positive opportunity for AFDC

63 -
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reciptents. Some programs—or even case workers—however, did make
greater use of sanctions. Program officials in several programs cited

conciliation periods before reducing benefits as an important protection.

Thus; our case studies and survsy data suggest that, while 2 mandatory
program is not necessarily punitive if viewed as an opportunity; safe-
guards against arbitrary or inequitable benefit reductions are needed.
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Activities in a Work Program

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Findings:

Implications:

. experience than receive job search assistance.

WIN demonstrations; the most comprehensive programs serving the
most participants, offer a wide range of services, from looking for a job
to classroom training; however, most participants receive job search
assistance, a less intensive service not designed to increase skilis. A
few programs emphasize more intensive education and training
services.

Lack of funds prevents some programs from offering the intensive
services some participants need: three-fourths.of the WIN 7
?génsnnstratians spent an average of less than $600 per person in

Programs are trying 1o tap into other resources, such as the Job -

Itaiding,ﬂattnje[sbigéAct;jgr§em'eesJ he degree to which successful
relationships have been developed varies: :
Aithough the programs are often called “workfare,” a smaller

proportion of participants in the programs as a whole receive work

lf,bié;ﬁ'fr,é'riis,i&ish to serve more people with literacy problems or lack
of skills; who would require more expensive education and training
services, they may not be able to do so with current financial
resources:

If work program resources remain scarce, more thought needs to be
given to expanding the capacity of education and training systems to
serve welfare recipients and to improving coordination between these
systems and the work programs.

Page 6o

m\
V1§
1]
%
q\
£
g
=
g
-9
E
s i



Chxptu' 4 ,
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Services That
Programs Offer

from searchmg for employment to learmng a skill or unprevmg readmg

- abilities. WIN Demonstrations; which serve the bulk of work program

participants, also offer the most comprehensive array of services. Yet,
in practice, the greatest proportions of wIN Demonstration participants
receive job search services; which are not designed to increase skill
levels. Small percentages receive services that increase skills or educa-

tion, although a few programs emphasize such services. The other types

of programs—cCWwEP, job search, and work supplementatlon/grant diver-

' vion—Dby definition offer narrower choices of services, th~'~ *"mary

services being work experience, job search, and on-ti:: ° %
respectively. Some programs of these three types, hov :
restrict their participants to the primary service, but o: LEIT-
ties such as remedial education. The proportion of marts TZVING
work experience in the programs as a whole is mu ... stes s that

receiving job search assistance, even though the prograzi.s - - ofter. cat-
¢3jorized as “‘workfare.”

There are several reasons for the deemphasis on educatior; training, and
work experience. Program phﬂosophles about participant needs and
how best to meet them can determine service choices: Participants them-

selves can influence the services provided. as pcople with few problems
may be ready to look for a job. But decisions about services are some-
times made on the basis of the resources available rather than the needs

of the participants.

The activities a work program can offer are varied, and participating in
a work program can mean many different things. A brief description of

activities commonly offered by work programs appears in figure 4.1.

Activities fall into three categories related to assumpt;lons about an indi-
vidual’s job readiness:

Serv1ces, mcludmg JOb seareh assistance and fhrect placement into jobs,

that assume an individual is ready to enter the job market. Programs

differ, however, in their judgments about who is ready for this group of

Work experierice; which assuiiies an individual needs no new skxlis but
does need to learn what work entails. Work experience can also be used
as a way to require people to work in return for their welfare grants, as

in cWEP prograrms.
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Services that assume an individual needs skills or more education to
participate in the job market.

(App. III describes the activities in more detail.)

Figiire 4.1: Activities Which a Work
Program Can Offer

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1 Activities ﬁssuming cllems are ready for the Job market
* Individual job search—Client looks for employment, sometimes with requnrement of
reporting to program staif the number of employers contacted.
» Group job search—Groups of participants receive training in job search techniques and,
__under an instructor’s supervision; identify and contact potential employers._
« Direct placement assistance—Job developer in program or at Employment Service tries to
match client to jobs and rc‘er hlmfher directly to employer

2. Activitios assuming clients read prapnration other than skills

« CWEP work experience—Experie:ie or training provided through work in publlcor pnvate
non-profit agency in return for AFDC benefits; hours determined by dividing AFDC grant
by minimum wage. o

* WIN work experience—W- rk in public or private nonprofit agency to develop basic work
habits and practlce Skl"b state sets hours but a55|gnment limited to 13 weeks.

3. Activities assuming clients need skllllor education_

. OdT——Tramlng placement; often subsidized, in.which clients are hired by employers and
_engage in productive work while being trained.
- Supported work—Subsidized work experience or training where work standards are
gradual!y increased to those of an unsubsidized job; support provided by counselors and

pee
. Vocatlonal skills training—Occupationally oriented skills training usually provided through

__classroom instruction.
. Remedlal/basmducanon—Instructlon to raise basic reading and math skills or to prepare

for.a GED examination: R
- Post- -high schoal education—Program in a college or technical institution leading to a

rlegree or certificate.

L

wIN Demonstrations offer the widest choice; not surprising in view of
the comprehensive approach that federal law provides. Al wiN Pemon-

strations offer job search assistance and over two-thirds offer more

intensive activities such as work experience, education, and training.
Thus, there seems to be a variety of activitieg for participants to enter.
(App. IV shows activities offered by each wiN Demonstration program
and participation in each category.)

The other tyves of programs concentrate on the primary services they
are déSigﬁéd to offer: work experier:ce in CWEPs, job search in job §§art:h

grant in work supplementation programs: But some of these programs

do not limit their participants to these services, making education and
other services available as well. (Table 4.1 summarizes activities offered

by program type.)
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Table 4.1: Percent of Programs Offering
Speclﬂc Activities by Program Type
iscal Year 1985)

Figures are percentagés, except last line

e - - ---WIN —— __Job Work supp./ Al
Anﬂnltyi,,,; __ nemnnatraﬂon _CWEP_ search  grantdiv. programs
Work experience. — _ _ _ 76 100_ _ 50 10 1
On-the-job training 76 0 7 70 48
Supported work 12 0 0 30 10
Vocational-skills - 84 30 33 10 49
Remedial/basic - .
education 88 30 50 20 —54
Post-high school 72 15 33 0 38
Individual job search 100 45 100 10 67
Group job search 100 _ 35 83 _ _10_ _ 62
Direct placement - 84 30 . 5(1,7 =) E—
Other 24 0 17 10 13
Total no..of programs - -

responding .25 20 6 10 61

What Partlcipaﬁts Do

When the numbers of people partlmpatmg in different activities are

examined, the range of services offered by wIN Demonstrations appears
much more limited than the list of their activities suggests. The other
three ‘options are more hke]y to prov1de the services that would be

variety of service einphasw than the aggregate numbers indicate.

WIN Demonstrations:
Mainly Job Search

Although on paper at least 70 percent of WIN Demonstrations offer
intensive services (such as on-the-job-training, remedial education, and

postsecondary education), in practice most participants engage in activi-
ties that send them directly into the job market without skill or work
habit enhancement. The percentages of participants in each activity by
program type during 1985 are shown in table 4.2. Individual and group

Jjob search each drew over half of all WIN Demonstration participants.

(The number of people counted in both groups is unknown.) Sixteen per-
cent of participants received direct placement assistance. Even more sig-
nificant, however; are the relatively small percentages of participants
who received services meant to improve employability:

3.2 percent received remedial or basic education;
2.3 percent received vocational skills training;
1.6 percent received post high school education;
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3.3 percent received education and training services that the states were

unable to classify into a narrower category; a:td

4.5 percent of participants received work experience.

The « mal! percentages of WIN Demonstration participants receiving work
experience, edueatlon, and tra;mmg services is illustrated by figure 4.2.

Table 4.2: Proportion of All Clients
Participating In Each Activity by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

Figures are percentages, except last line

R —____WIN ______Job Worksupp,/
Activity Demonstration . . CWEP _ search grant div.
Work experience 45 914 9 20.2
On-the-job training B 5 2 38.8
Supported work 7 0.0 0.0 13.8
Vocational skills - 2.3 1.7 26 1.2
Remedial/basiceducation -~~~ .. . 32 34 23 22
Post high school 1.8 1.8 3.1 0.0
Individual job search 52.6 320 57.8 20.2
Group job search 524 .27 139 202
" Direct placement 18:2 4 . 89 202
“rher activities 1.1 0.0 20.4 . 6.2
Edtication and training® 3.3 . . .
Totsl no. of Participants® __ 474,735 19,437 36867 @ 2,867

®participants in education and training activities that programs could not break out into a specific
category.
bThe total number of paruclpants used for this tsble excludes states which could not provnde any break-

out of participatior by actwuty Percentages still may be understated, however, because some programs
could not provide participation numbers for ali the activities they offered.
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WIN Demonmuon Partlclpanw in
Each Activity (Fiscal Year 1985)

Al Trammg Educatlon Work
Experience; and “Other”

individual Job Search

éroup Job Search

Note: The pie-chart >ercentages represent the proportions of all activities provided that fall into the
four categories. An* actnvnty denotes one person participating in one activity. Because some people
may have participated in more than one activity, the percentages given are not the proportions of all
participants who received a given activity.

The concentration of WiN Bemonstratlon part1c1pa:nts m less mtenswe

semces mmcates that there was such a concentratlon m the programs

than the other program types—aliost 700,000 compared to at most
59,338 people in the other three options combmed (The actual number

who were not in WIN Demonstrations 1 may be smaller, because some
people could have participated in more than one program.)

Partlcxpants ifi CWEP, Job search or work supplementatlon prograrms
standing alone generally received the primary service each prpgram

type was supposed to offer. Thus, they received work experience in
CWEPS, job search in employment search programs, and on-thejob-
training or supported work in work supplementation programs. Many -
¢wEP and Work Supplemantation participants participated in job search;
however, perhaps before beginning work assignments. Smail proportions

of people in th three program types also participated in educational
and trammg activities.

Whﬂe the option to implement “‘workfare” has received extensive pub-

licity, only a relatively small nuraber of people were involved in these

programs. While over 90 percent of the 19,437 CWEP participants were in
work experience, orily 4.6 percent of the 474 736 WIN Demonstration
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participants for whom activities were reported were involved in this
activity.

Moreover, some cf the WIN Demonstration participants were not in CWEP-
style work experience, in which hours of work are related to benefits;
rather, thev ‘were m wa-style work expenence, which is treated asan

tion of workfars» '3 dlscusSed further in appendlx J 115

Display Variety

Indlwdual programs showed more va_nety than the aggregates suggest,

howev: .- We found that a few programs plsi2d higher proportions of

participants ir more intensive types cf activities. (See table 4.3, which
gives the perceutages of individuals participating it each activity, for
programs with the lowest, median, and highest levels of participation in
each activity.) An exariple of a prograw with an emphasis on intensive
services is Maryland’s Employment Initiatives program, part of the
state’s wiN Demonstration, in which 31 percent of participants received
vocational skills training. Elght,gen percent received remedial education.
About half the participants in Masschusetts received training or educa-
tion services, according to program ofticials. About one-third of partici-

pants in Michigan’s MosT program are in education activities.

Table 4.3: Percentages of WIN
Demonstration Clients in Specific
Activities (Fiscal Year 1985)

" No.of

o R rinee _Parcentages of participants in activity

Activity (of 25 total)  Minimum Median  Maximum
Work experience 17 0.4 3 27
Onthedobtraining . _ 13 __ 0 1 1
Suapported work - 3 3 4 7
Vocationial skills training 9 1 5 31
Remedial/basic education T 0.4 6 18
Post high school 6 0.1 3 14
Individual job search 18 12 29 &7
Group job search 17 0.2 22 100
Qi're'c't placement 10 0.5 14 100
Other 5 22 & 78

Totals differ because some programs did not offer a sefvice or could not provide data on participation
in individual services.

In a few CWEPs, significant proportions of participants received more
intensive services. For example, in Georgia, whergqfifﬁgg]ﬁsgqmggted
that the cweP approach did not provide the activities their enrollees
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needed maore than a fourth of partlelpants received vocational skills
training. Several CWEPs placed large percentages of participants in reme-
dial education: 26 percent in North Carolina, 22 percent in Vermont, 11
percent in Ohio’s regular CWEP, and 39 percent in Ohio’s CWEP-daycare

project.

What Restricts
Activities?

Since WIN demonstrations €. _ ccially have great flexibility, why  riost
participants in the programs as a whole end up in a few activities?
There are several possible reasons, including the program’s basie phﬂOS-

ophy, the nature of the participants, and choices about services necessi-
tated by tight budgets.

Program Philosophies
Affect Activities

Programs differ in thei: assumptions about which participants need

additional skills or work experience before ente.ing the job market:
Sbme programs place all partlclpants m job search flrst out of a belief

jobs then may be assigned to more intensive services. Other prograimis,
which believe not all participants would benefit :-om JOb search, first

assess individuals’ skill or educational needs before deciding which com-
ponent is appropriate; referring them to  job search or placcmernt only
when they obtain or alréﬁdy have specific skills or educational creden- _
tials. The assessment may be incorporated into an “‘employability plan,”

which can describe the activities selected as well as any support service
needs. A major part of Massachusetts’ program, for example, is the-
choice of s¢ -vices given to program registrants.

Even programs that do not automatically send pa:rtncnpa:nts to job search

differ in their definitions of “ready for employment.” Some prog:am
administrators consider as job-ready people who qualify only for
unskilled or low-skilled jobs; while others prefer to educate or train
people for higher skilled jobs more likely to enable them to leave AFbe

permanently.

Participant characteristics also may influence servives. Without
knowmg the characteristics of participants, however, we cannot deter-
mine what their needs may be and thus if services are appropriate.

Some participants almost ccrtainly are ready for work, but need help
niegotiating the job market. Others are likely to have more severe prob-
iems and need more help. We do not know, however; how many of each
type are in the programs:
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Resources Affect Choices

Resources also affect program choices about services provided: In some

instances; a registrant may go to ar activity such as individual job

search because the program can provide nothing else suitable. Education

and training services are more costly than job search atnd job placement.
Moreover, they usually take longer requiring programs to continue
paying support service costs and AFbc grants for a longer period of time.

Most programs had relatively small amounts to spend on their partici-

pants in fiscal year 1985. Three-quarters of the WiN demonstrations
spent less than $600 per participant and 50 percent spent about half

that amount or less. For other program types we surveyed, the median

program spent about $400 in CWEPs, $200 in job search programs, and

$1,100 in work supplementation programs (see table 4 4)

Table 4.4: Fundlng Pe¢ Participent b,

Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

.Page 74

WIN o - Work supp./

Funding per participant  Demonstration CWEP Jobsearch  grantdiv.
Minimum $98 $55 $40 $162
25th percentile 215 224 139 2 525
Median _ 309 428 . . 183 1,098
ZSitLpemenMe;i,m . - 596 838 445 1,849
Marimum 1,388 6800 @ 535 = 2483

The amounts the programs spent are inadequate to provide the more

extensive and costly services. For example; data from wiN and CETA
indicate that, in 1985 dollars, ¢lassroom training cost about $3,500 per

participant and on-tlie-job training at least ' $2,700: In contrast, job

search assistance cost only $200 to $300 per participant. Thus, the ten-

dency of programs to emphasize job search assistance most likely results
from the much lower cost of this sérvice in an eénvironment of con-
strained resources.

Funding shortages have resulted in less education and training. Maine

program officials, for example, said funding cuts required an emphasis
on shorter-term training; so more people coiild receive services. Reduced
WIN funding led New York officials to cancel most training contraccs:

Oklahoma officials said they would like their program to provide more

training and education services, but that their small wiN allocation made
such expensive services impractical. Because the state could receive
arditional federal funds for CWEP, the program emphasized work experi-

ence activities more. Training services were limited to what could be
obtained frorr other sources.

GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare
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Resources

The sinall amounts of money spent per participarnt do not reflect the
services other programs contributed. Many programs placed people in
services paid for by other sources, such JTpA: Four-fifths of the WIN dem-

onstracions reported that other sources contributed services to their pro-

grams. We cannot quantify or identify the nature of these services.
SOurces commonly used in programs we visited mclude JTPA; school disi

education, and English as a second language; and Pell grants to fund
education. In a few cases, these sources actually contributed funds to
the work programs; for example, three programs in our survey réported

that they received Jtpa funds directly.

These other sources, however, also have hnuted capac1ty For example,
only about 150,000 AFDC recipients from July 1984 to June 1985. This
number is less than a fourth of the number of participants in the WIN
demonstrations alone, which themselves are serving only a fraction of

ti:e adult AFDC caseload

Efforts to Proiiote
Coordination

Tn most of the programs we visited, officials said they had taken steps to

promote good working relationshlps with agencies administering JTpA.
For example, in Baltimore the agency operating most of the Employmen.
Initiatives Program was also the JTPA provider. Program staff in Wash-
ington and Oklahoma sought to further coordination by setting up meet-

ings for all parties, including JTPa staff, involved in training and

education for welfare recipients. Other strategies used have included
agreements with JTPA providers to govern referrals, assigning staff to
oversee coordination between the two programs, and placing welfare
agency staff on the boards of Private Industry Councils (Pic’s), which

are respohsxble for JTPA planning. In Massachusetts, the governor
requires a welfare agency representative to sit on every pic. Massachu-
setts tries to compensate for JTPA’s more stringent entry requirements

by raising part1c1pants’skﬂls before sending them to JTPA whtle

burden by certifying that AFDC recipients referrea to JTPA programs meet
their eligibility criteria. In Mussachusetts, the welfare department pays
for transportation and chiid ~:: - services for welfar vecipients in JTPA
programs; thereby removing a m- ;or disineentiv- to serving them.

Coordination is enhanced in such states as Pennsylvania and Massachu-
setts in which the governo.- as made ¢ arving welfare récipients a JTPA
priority. On the local level, coordination seems to ‘work well when there
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are personal relationships between work program staff and JTPA staff.
This may be easier to achieve in small rural counties than in large
jurisdictions.

Two programs we visited that emphasize training and education, Mich-
igan and Massachusetts; pay other agencies and providers to furnish
trainin, 'g’, thus reducing their déﬁéi‘i&éﬁéé on Ot,lle{ px:ograms willin; '”"”gﬁnﬁé’s'é

to serve welfare recipients. Michigan’s MosT Program had about $10 mil-
lion to spend on contracts in fiscal year 1985. County welfare agencies,
which spend the money, try to purchase only services that would be
unavailable without that reimbursement. Massachusetts has contracts
with the state JTPA agency to provide training to ET participants, with

the state Division of Employment Security to provide job placement ser-
vices, and with many private and nonprofit agencies for education and
training services.

Coordination Problems in
Some States

Program staff in several st:ates sald they had some coordmatlon prob-

+ ork with the more Job-ready mernbers of the ehglble populatlon Peopie
referred from the AFDc work program sometimes were rejected by JTpPA

staff who did not consider them employable: Program staff suggested
several reasons why this happened. For instance, JTPA’s performance
standards may encourage selection of the most employable people so as
to achieve higher placement and retention rates. Morecver; some JTPA
agencies may be driven more by employer interests than by those of

welfare recipients. Efforts to attract and retain industry may be leading
states to skew their education and training programs toward more job-
ready individuals.

A recent study of the first year of JTPA’s implementation found that

while JTPA was successful in enrolling welfare recipients in proportion to
their representation in the eligible popiilation, there was ‘‘siibstaritial
screening by service deliverers to enroll eligibles who were most job-
ready.”! The report attributed this trend to low funding levels; the act’s

restrictions on support services, stipends and work experience; its
strong focus on uniform performance standards; and its major role for
the private sector.2

lGa.ry Walker, Hilary Feldstein, and Katherine Solow; An Independent Sector Assessment of the Job
Training Partnership Act (Grlnker, Walker; and Associates, 1985), pp. vi-vii:

2Walker, Feldstein; and Solow, pp. vi, 53-54.
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Thus, the picture of what services programs provide and why becomes
more complex. The programs we observed tried to use all available
resources including those of other programs with varying degrees of

success:. The need to use resources they could not control, from pro-

grams with goals different from their own, frustrated some program

officials. They also felt that these resources, such as JTPA training, were
not always adequate for their needs.

Positive Aspects of The process of obtaining services from other programs also can be a pos-
Coordination itive one, even though resources may not be adequate. The programs we
visited seemed to be learnmg and benefiting from tapping into other

agencies for jobs or services. Programs often act as ‘‘brokers” for their

participants, helping them find services available from other sources.
One high-level program official used his personal influence to get other

agencies to provide a few jobs ->r training positions at a time. This posi-
tive aspect of work program administration, however, depends on the

interest and energy of the program staff and is dlft"icult to

institutionalize.

Work programs are a product of a series of choices, as the previous

Conclusions chapter on participants and this chapter on activities have shown. Pro-
gram designers decide whom they will serve and what activities they
will provide. While the last chapter described the various ways pro-
grams restrict the number of participants, in this chapter, we demon-

strate that programs also choose to provide a constricted range of

actmhes In 1985  many | more people recelved jOb search serv1ces than

charactenzatlon of these ‘programs as “workfaré " But individual g pro-
grams vary in their service emphases, with some providing a broader

range of gctivities than others.

A major reason for the constriction of services seems to be a lack of
resources to prov1de more expensive edneation and trainirg services:

Some programs, the WIN Demonstrations in particular, seek to broaden

their choices by drawing on other resources. But while some programs

haVe successfully developed relationships with outside sources such as
JTPA and educational programs; others have had difficulty coordinating

with other services because of differing program goals:

The current distribution of services among work program participants
raises questiohs about the prog-ams’ abilities to meét the needs of AFDC
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recipients for education and training. If progranis were to Serve more
people who lack education or skills; our data casts doubts on their
capacity to provide the more intensive services these people would need.

More thought needs to be given to how different agencies coordinate

their efforts t~ provide services to welfare recipients. One approach
some states use is to give funds to the welfare agency; whick then
purchases from other agencies the services its recipients need: Another

approach is to expand or refocus education and training programs, such

as JTPA and adult education, to serve more AFDC recipients, and to

improve coordination between them and the work programs. Such an
approach, however; would require pohcy choices about the appropriate
allocation of training and education resources to welfare recipients.

rlrd
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Findings: « Child care assistance is available in 59 of 61 programs and._.
transportation in 60 programs; however, programs spend little of their
own funds, relying instead on improvised methods or outside sources
such as title XX.

* Programs often lack data on how. many pe gle need child care or
transportation versus how many receive it. ngpatllcmants are
exempted for child care needs; accordlng to program staff; one
reason being a lack of day care stots. Exemptions for transportatlon
often are in rural areas.

. Programs also may assust partlcupants in coping with problems such
as emotional, attitudinal, or family difficulties. Program activities
themselves may help. resolve some problems; while others may
require referring participants to specialized services:

. Partncnpams who have multlple needs for support services may be
more likely to be exempted from participation.

Implications: » More needs to be learned about the extent to which support service
needs prevent people from partucnpatlng

» Expanding programs could mean. mc[easedsupport service costs,
particularly if women with young children were to be served:

s Even with mcreased spendlng programs could not meet all .
participants’ needs, because of broader problems such as shortages
in many communities of day care and mass transportation. These
factors also affect participants' ability to work after leaving the

programs.
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Individuals i may requlre severzl tmes of suppiementary or support ser-

viees to participate in a program’s primary work, .ducatlon, or training

service. Support services can address “external needs,” such as for child
care, transportation, and work-related clothing or equipment. They can
also help meet “internal needs” relating to self-esteem, emotional prob-
lems; and drug or alcohol abuse:

portatlon, and other support services that are needed and avaiable

Funding shortages force programs to rely heavily on other sources for

support services. The e other sources, however, are also limited. As a
result, programs choose not to work with some people whose needs are
harder to meet. But, as few programs (less than half) collect information
on hc w many participants receive specific serviees, there is no conclu-

sive data on how many people need services but do not get them: Discus-

sions with program officials suggest there is an unmet need in some
programs, but they cannot quantify the service gap.

tan By definition, any A¥DC recipient has at least one child or dependent To
Chlld Ca‘re ASSIS ce take part in a work program, the recipient may need to find child care
for all or part of the day. The recipient may be unable to obtain child
care independently because it is either unaffordzable or unavailable;

In our visits to work programs, we foun4 a general lack of data or the
proportion of participants needing child care aid. Some program officials
classified it as the major need of work program registianis, at times
preventing participation; or as a need common to almost ail AFDC-regular

recipients. Others felt that the need was less widesprzad.

What Chﬁd bare Serv1ces Child care assmtance from the program, an external sourcs, or both was

Are Provided? reported to be available to participants in 59 of the 61 programs we sur-

veyed: But there was much variation in the type of assistance provided
and in the mechanisms and resources the programs used to provide the
aid. Although 38 programs used their own funds for child care, only half
of those used more than 7 percent of their 1985 budgets for this pur-

pose. They relied extensively on other resources. Only 41 percent of the

programs, however, collected data on the number of participants
receiving child care assistance in fiscal year 1986.
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What Do Programs Provide - Of the 59 programs providing child care help, 38 used their own funds

jjﬁ;ééﬁs;? to reimburse participants or providers for chiild care. As showti ini table
b.1; the proportion was between 60 and 80 percent for all but the grant

diversion programs; of which only 30 percent used their own funds:

Table 5.1: Numher and Percent of L
Programs Using Their Own Funds for Program type
Child Care by Program Type (Fiscal Year Wi\ Demonstration
1985) CWEP_
Job search
Work supplementation; grant diversion

Blolw/| S !’1
3

20f the programs that provided child care aid.

Most programs paid for a range of child care services, including care by
nonprofessionals. Almost all paid for care at child care centers and
licensed family day care homes (i:: which a person cares for children in
his or her home) as table 5.2 indicates. Over four-fifths of the programs
paid participants for a babysitter in the home. Over half pay for unli-
censed family day care or a babysitter outside the home. Most programs
set a maximum hourly; daily, or monthly amour:t they would pay for
child care. The median program paid a maximum of $160 a month per
child for any of the four types of care.
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Table 5.2: Monthly Rolmbursomom for _
Different Typos of Child Care by o ________WIN Job Worksupp,/ ____ Al
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) Type of care Demonstration CWEP search _ grantmegmma
Chiid care center . - o
Percent paying 95 92 100 100 . 95
Maximum paid (medlan N . i L o
program) $195 $160 $222 . . $253 2 g160

Licensed famlly day
care

Percent paying 90 92 100 100 . g2
Maximum paid {median s o ' e
program) o $168 - %160  $222 e . _ $160
Unlicensed family day care or buby-sltter

outside home

Percent paying 70 50 0 67 58
Maxitaum paid (median L
program) - __ $160 $180 2 . _ . $160
in-home sitter . . - )

Percent paying 90 75 67 67 82
Maximum paid {median S
program) .. __$1585 %160 $317 . . . $160

To limit child care expendltures, programs used a variety ¢! woproaches.

In Idaho, CWEP participants took turns watching each other’s children. In

South Carolina, CWEP participants were placed as workers at day care
centers, which in turn provided slots for other CWEP participants. Staff
of Washington’s job search program encouraged people to make their

ow:: child care arrangements, at no cost to the program, before financial

assistance was offered. Case workers in Maine were authorized to nego-

tiate the child care subsidy with registrants.

Programs spend very little of their ia’ﬁagét’s on child care; as table 5.3

shows. The median amount spent of their own funds was about $34 per

participant, ranging from under $3:00 for job search programs to about
$82 for work supplementation/grant diversion. (Because child care
spending was averaged across all participants whether they received
assistance or not, the amount spent per participant with children

receiving care would be considerably higher.) Child care accounted for
6.4 percent of the median program’s total budget. '
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Table 5:3: Child Care Expenditures by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

- WIN - - Job W6j‘l}jij"a ______Al
Percent of budget for child care: o - o o o
Minimum 14 0.2 0.0 04 0.02
25th percentile 34 06 — —_ 1.4
Median - - . o ‘76 46 15 , 75 6:4
I6thpercentle . _ 139 _ 125 24 . — 13.6
Maximum 66.6 469 24 147 66.6
Child care funding per partlcipant.‘
Minimum $250 $0.71 _ $0.09 $328 %009
25th percentile 895 988  _— __  _ — _ _ __ _495
Median - 4980 34.08 260 82.09 33.62
75th percentile 8469 ©67.93 974 — 75.40
Maximum 40565 15416 974 160,90 _.405.65

2Base includes all participants whether or not they received chiid care aid.

But some programs did make substantial commitments to child care in
terms of their budget: at least a sixth of the programs spent more than
10 percent of their budgets on child care; and one program (Massachu-
setts’ ET Choices) spent 32 percent—nearly $10,000,000 and over $400

per participant—to prov:.' » this service: Child care for ET participants
is provided through a voii. .:r system that was established by the legis-
lature specifically to support the ET program. The voucher system was
designed to meet the immediate needs of ET participants more easily

than the state’s regular contract system, in which AFDC recipients had to

wait for slots to open up in the right geographic area and type of care
and to compete with other people eligible for the service. Under the
voucher system; ET part1c1pants (and ET graduates starting jobs) select

their own providers and receive vouchers that cover some proportion of

the cost of care, based on a sliding fee scale. At the same time, they are
placed on the waiting list for slots in the state’s contract care system.

got addxtxona:l federal funding by using the AFpC grant to pay for child

care under a provision that allows the grant to be adjusted to meet the
special needs of some recipients for training related expenses. States
with some of the largest welfare populations, such as Michigan, New
York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, used this ‘“‘special needs” mechanism:.
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What Other Resources Do Given their ger}erallyis.t.ajl expendlturgs on child ¢ care, programs rely
Programs Use? heavily on other resources to provide child care help (see table 5.4).
Twenty-one programs rélied totally on external funding sources, and

ariother 27 relied il part or other funds to pay for child care.

Table 5.4: Breakdown of Programs _ L ——

Using Own and Other Funds for Chiid — S - No. of
Care (Fiscal Year 1985) Source of child care funds programs
Own funds only 11
Own and other funds 27
Other funds only 21
Provide nio child care support 2
Yotd .. .. &

The most prevalent external source of child care was title XX, used by
39 prograrms; including a majority of each program type. States can use
this grant to pay for various social services, deciding themselves what

proportmn to devote to each service and settmg the1r own ehglbmty cri-

people in work programs. A few contributed title XX funds directly to
the work programs’ budgets.

Some CWEP job search, and grant diversion programs were able to get
W dﬁld care §iib§idié§ for their participants Prbgrams al§o drew iipbn

and state day care funds. (Table 5.5 shows the number and proportlon

of programs using selected funding sources.)

Table 5.5: Number and Percent of Programs Using Selected Sources of Child Care Funds by Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

= L WIN B N Work supp./ L

saui-e; of chlld care Demonstration __CWEP ) Job search grantdlv., All programs

funds No. Percent* No. Percen® No. Pearcent* No. Percent*® No. Percent'
WIN 1P 4 7 37 2 40 6 60 16 27
Title XX 18 72 10 53 3 60 8 80 39 68
JTPA 2 8 0 0 1 20 1 10 4 7
Other® 3 12 3 16 2 40 2 20 10 17

8Percentages are of the programs for which child care assistance was available.

PA Saturation Work Program recoded as a WIN Demonstration, the program type it most resembled.
€Other sources of child care funds included state day care funds, staie general funds, local funds, and
the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1283.
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Examination of individual state programs revealed a variety of ways in

which they attempted to maximize external funding before using their
own funds. Massachusetts claimed federal reimbursement for 50 percent
of the chiid care costs for participants in job search and supported work,

and used state funds to pay for child care for those in other components.

Maine’s program staff tried to place participauts’ children in title XX
centers, but would pay for other centers if title XX-furided care was riot
available. In Michigan; local school districts provided ehild eare to some
WIN Demonstration participants enrolled in their programs; others were

aided by the AFDC special needs allowance:

Snme states we visited prov1ded child eare ass:stanee to partxcxpa;nts

once they became employed and left the AFDC work program. Marylmld s

AMiza

ticipant’s home for up to 30 days after job placement to glve the partlc'l-
pant time to make other child care arrangements. Massachusetts
provided care through the ET voucher system for up to a year after a

pa:iicipant found a job: The legislation for California’s new Gan: Pro-

gram specifies that child care will be available to program partici=~its
for at least 3 months after they find unsubsidized employment. In many
states; working parents with incomes below state established levels can
receive title-XX funded services. New York State paid for up to 9
months of child care for people wio have lost public assistar:ce eligi-

bility because they took 2 job.

Do the Services Meet the
Need?

As described above, many programs do not collect data on the number

of potential participants needing and receiving child care help. But,
many of those who run and staff the programs see a shortf:!l in the
supply of child care. About 60 percent of respondents said that lack of

child care prevented participation, but only 17 percent thought it did so

to “a great extent” or “a very great extent” (see table 5.6). It should be
recalled, however, that most programs exempt women with children
under 6. Therefore, respondents ir: these programs may not have been
considering whether this group’s participation was limited by child care
needs.
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Table 5.6: Extent to Which Child Care
Needs Prevented Regictrationor _ _
Participation: Views of State Officials

Figures are perceniages®

- WIN S Work su%p/ A"
Extant Demonstratlori CWEP  Job searct: grant div. programs
Very great 0 . N 10
Great 12 5 9 0 7
Moderate 18 _ 5 -] 25 18
Some 4 0 0 22 25
Little 20 45 50 33 33
Don't know _ 8 5 . 0__ N b 7

8pgrcentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

According to staff of five isi‘ééféiié we visited, some people are
exempted from particigati’o’n or placed in inactiVe statt.s bécauSé théy

client walts for subsxdlzed care.

In certain areas, shortages of child care providers seemed ¢o be a large
part of the problem of arranging child care for participants. Wi six pro-
grams; child care was unavailable in some rural or inner city areas, staff
told us, and other areas did not have enough child care providers. In

finother program targted at AFDC-UP recipients, staff said a shortage of
..4d care facilities v - uld be a problem if AFDC-regular recipients, who
me single parents; were brought into the program.

In programs relying on state-funded child care systems, the lack of sub-
sidized day care slots s a major problem. Federal title XX funding,
which is often the cornérstone of these systems, has decreased since
1981, although it has recovered somewhat in the past several years.
Individual states, however, determine how much of their title XX
funding is allocated to child care. A Children’s Defense Fund study
found 36 states spent less in real terms for child care services funded
through title XX in 1985 than in 1981, and 24 states served fewer chil-
dren.! In 1984, A0 reported that one way of coping with reduced

funding was to tighten eligibility criteria for child care services. Using
information from 13 states, we found that 6 of 7 states that changed
their criteria had tightened ther and/or raised fees.z The Children's

mf nse Fund found that mothers in ediication or training often are

1fizlen Blank and Amy Wilkins; Child Care: Whose Priority? (Washington; DC: Children's Defense
Fund, 1985); pp; 7, 9.

ity ’ " o l;eDe With nlﬂd!ﬂg Reductions Under Soecial Servi "eesi B]’oe”e Grant

(GAO/HRD-84-68}, Aug. 9, 1984, pp. 31-3b.
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ga;e 3,21 states have tlghtened ehglblhty criteria for this gzoup since
1981.4

Programs that did not report widespread exemptions for lack of child
care cften had a strong subsidized child care system, served only males
from two-parent families; or provided services during school hours. Sev-
eral programs scnheduled activities during school hours to reduce the gap

between the need and available services: In programs with maltiple

activities, only some of which are provided completely duaring schcol
hours, this can restrict the options of AFbC recipients wko need chila:
care. For example; New York City registrants whe could not find child
care were assigned to work experience during school hours, rather thex

other activities such as job club, education, or training. In Washingts- .
the child care needs of some peuple prevented their participation i
training, but job search cotild be scheduled while their children were it
school.

Three-fourths of the prograins also reluced the gap between need and
available services by exempting women with children under 6 from par-
ticipation, as discussed in chapter 3. This approa.h frees progrzms from
the obligation to provide extensive child eare funding. The lack of child

care, however, may prevent voluntary participation by these women.

Obtained?

Little information is available about the pr(,portxon of participants

obtaining various types of child care; and there is no information avail-
able to enable us to judge the adequacy of the care obtained. We do
know that the type of care obtained is constrained by the amount of
money programs will reimburse for child care and by Lhe standards set

by the programs or the child care funding sources:

Program participants’ choices of child care providers are constrained by
the limits on reimbursements set by the programs. The median program
set a maximum of $160 per month (or $1,920 a year) per child for all
types of care (see table 5.2). This is low in relation to the cost ¢f full-

time, unsubsidized child care, which a recent study found is between
$1,5600 and $10,000 per child per year depending on area, with most

3Blank and Wilkins, p. 28.
4Helen Blank; Testimony before the Subcommittee on Intergovermmentat Relations and Hurar
Resources, House Committee on Government Operations; July 9, 1986.

Page 88 GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare

86



Chapter8 _
Support Services

pareiits paying at least $3,000.5 Participants whose children are in

school or whose program activities are not. full time may not need full-
time chi.d care. Nevertheless, programs may not provide the maximur-
monthly rennbursement to part1c1pa:n‘rC usmg part-trme care: From ow;

site visits, we know that some programs set hourly or daily rates, whict:
can e as low as $1 per hour or $5 per day.

The programs we visited varied in the degree to which they set stan-

dards for the child care participants obtain using program funds: Some
had rather modest criteria for providers: one program required only
that unlicensed providers be 18 years old; while another excluded only
providers in:>lved in a child abuse case. One state delved more deeply
into the qualifications of providers by mtexjwf-‘wmg the candidate; vis-

iting the home, or checking references. Monitoring approved providers

by program staff seemed rare.

BERY)

Transportatlon
A551stance

For many AFDC recipients, lack of transpertation is a barrier to partici-
pating in a program or taking a job. As with chiid care, the probiem may
be unavailability of the service: public transit does not exist in many
rural and some suburban, areas. Or the barrier may be financial: AFDC
recipients wi!: cars or access to public transit may lack the money for

gasoline, car : epairs, or public transit fares.

What T+ sportatmn )
Services Are Provided?

In all but one of the 61 prograns we surveyed parttcrpa.nts could

receive transportatlon assistance. As w1th child care, the program coul
provide assistance directly, draw on an external source, or use a comb:-
nation of both. Again like chila carg, programs spent small amounts o-
their budgets on transportation assistance. Only 38 percent of the pr.
grams. ~wever, could report the number of participants receiving

transpor¢ation assistance in 1986.

What Do Programs Provide
Directly?

A total of %0 programs used their own funds to pay for transportatlon
assistance, as shown by table 5.7 Such assistance took several forms.
Reimbursement for mileage driven at 15 to 20 cents per mile or public
transportation i'ees and provision of bus tokens or tickets were some of
the more common methods. Less common forms included contracting

with the local transportation authority to establish a special bus route to

5Dana Friedma, “Corporate Financial Assistance for Child Care,” The Conference Board Research
Bulletin, No. 177, p. 6.
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take CWEP participants to work and paying such auto expenses as insur-
ance, license plates, and repairs. Ten programs supplemented partici-
pants’ AFDC grants with ‘“‘special needs payments” for transportation

expenses; as some also did with child care: The programs also impro-

vised other methods; such as organizing carpools for Job Club partici-
pants and helping participants fix their blcycles

Table 5.7: Number and Percént of

Programs Using Own Funds for

Transportation by Program Type (Fiscal
Year 1985)

Program Type No. Percent
WIN Demonstration h 23 92
CWEP 19 _ 95
Job search . 4 _ 67
"'!"!’ ’i' i l 7’| 7’|§ 777 ! 777 | I. _ . B 774 y
Total N 50 83

Work p;pg{mns transportation expenditures in 1985 were small, as
shown by table 5.8. The median program spent $24.41 per participant
on transportatiop or abrut 7 percent of its total ‘budget. As with child
care; transportatie:: »..; <. 128 are averaged over people who do nut
receive such aid a: ) those who do; thus, actual payments o par-
ticipants would be 127> . CWEP and job search programs spent much
more than other programs on transportation, with eacn spendii. ;
median of between $40 and $60 per participant or over 10 péfééiif. c)f

their budgets.
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Tablgfsfgtrang)ortatlon Expendltures A ey A
by Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985) WIN Job Work supp./ All
Demonstration CWEP search grant JIJv programs
Perceljg“,q[
Budgetfor
Minimum 0.3 22 8.3 E 03
25th percentlle 1.8 49 8.6 — 23
Median 5.1 12.7 10.3 08 69
75th percentile 124 458 778 12 @ 182
Maximuorz. - . - . . 258 854 100.0° 1.2 *100.0
Transportadon Funding per Participant (in Doliars):® i ) o )
Minimum $0.62 $£2.35 $19.93 $3.28 $0.92
25th percentile 9.26 18.10 2354 — . 974
Median 1769 4782 4281 878 24:41
75th percentile 4058 136.31 153.46 9.16 5897
Maximum 10078 29283 187.65 8.16 292.83

0ne job:search program spent 100 percent of its budgst db,,t,@n,qun,atiiiri. This program required
AFDC recipients to contact five employers per month and return a form documenting these contacts to
their AFDC case worker. They were reimbursed for transportation costs. There were no staff costs
attributable to this program.

bBase includes all participants inciuding those wha did not receive trarsgortation assistance.

2!

What OL'
Used?

“esources Are

As with child care, AFDC work programs use other sources to augment

their transportation budgets, and program staff use their ingenuity to
piece together available sources of aid. As table 5.9 stiows, a total of 37
progi-ams used other programs’ funds to provide transportation assis
tance; of these; 27 spent their own m~uey as well

Table 5.9: Breakdown of Programs < - - .
Using Own And/Or Other Funds for o ___No.of
Transportation (Fiscal Year 1985) Source programs
Ownfundsonly . 23
Own and other finds 27
Other funds only 10
Provides no transnortation aid ) 1
Total 61

Title XX was the most comumon external source, used by 16 programs. In
10 programs, mostly cwEPs, employers provided transportation for their

workers, for example ' v picking them up in vans or by reimbursing
therm for transports 2osts. Local transportation authorities donated
services to five prog: «.is; one example was the provision of haif-fare

GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare
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bus passes. Six IV-A programs used WIN funds, and JTPA provided trans-

portation to participants in training programs in six of the work pro-

grams surveyed. The number and proportion of programs of each tyvpe
using selected resources to provide transportation assistance are shown
in table 5.10.

Table 5. 10 Number and Fercent of Programs UsIng Selected Sources of Transportation Funds bi Program Type

(Fiscal Year1985) J—

No. (percen.)" of nrograms - i

ER . ____WIN R Work supp./ A
Source Dan:onstration CWEP Job sesrc[i grant div. programs
Transit Authority 3(12) o 0 2(22) 5(8)
Employer 1(4) 7(35) 1017) 101 . ____ _ 18(17)
Title XX ' 9(36) 21100 1(17). 444) 16(27)
WIN O 10(4) _ 1(5) 17 3(33) 6(10)
JTPA , 4(16) 1(5) 0 1(11) 6(10)
Other® _ 520 1(5) Aan_ . an._ o 8(13)

SFigures in pareritheses - . the pregrarns for which transportation assistancs was

available;

BThis program is & Sature- ‘rogram racoded 4s a WIN Demonstration; the program type it most

reserribled.

cOther sources of transport 1iion funds cited mcluded communuty service orgamzatlnns refugee funds,
county funds, and the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1983.

Do the Services Meet the Although data are often unavailable on how many potential program

Need? participants need transportation help and how many receive it, many
program officials see lack of transportation as a problem. As table 5.11
shows; almost three-quarters of the respondents to our survey reported

that transportatio . problems prevented some people ffom participating:

Thirty percent i: . ught they did so ““a great extent” or “a very great
extent.” In most progra .s we visited, staff reported that some people
wern. exempted from participation or piaced in inactive status for lack of
transportation. Most cases were in rural areas Wherer people woald have

to travel unacceptable distances or where activities were inaccessible

without cars.
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Table 5.11: Extent to Which P — - T

Transportation Problems Prevented Cigures are percentages® -

Reglstration or Particlpation: Views of T ~— WIN ~— Work supp./ Al

State Officlals Exfeat Demcnatration CWEP Job search grantdiv. prcgrams
Very great 4 15 0 it . 8
Great 24 20 17 22_ _ 22
Moderate 32 20 17 0 22
Some . _ 24 10 33 33 22
Little/no ' 8 30 a3 22 20
Don't know 8 5 0 11 7

8Columns may not add to 100 percent due to rounding:

Some md1v1duals are & remote from work program 31tes or em ployers

away to part1c1pate in a.ny program act1v1t1es, or to do so w1thout acar.

Each program sets its own definition of ‘“‘remoteness,” however, and

some do work with people who must travel long distances to participate.

For example, Beaufort County, South Caroling, is a largely rural county
spread over 59 islands. Its few bus routes have infrequent service. Ata
rural day care center, two CWEP participants working as cl:7id .:aré aides

spent two hours each way on a bus to and from the wcy: site

As with child care, transportation problems may limit regists its’
options rather than disqualifying them from participation. Peopie who
<annot get to activities such as training or work experience may be

assigned to individual job search. or a high sciiool equivalency class

offered at a local sch: ol

- So;ne AFDC xjeglplents need other types of help before they can partici-
Gther WOI‘k Related pat: in work programs or take jobs. Such needs might iriclude obtaining
Expenses clothing, a medical examination, dental care, eyeglasses; tools; or work-

related equipment. Eight programs we visited met such work-related

needs through either reimbursements or in-kind assistance. Michigan’s
counties were allowed to use up to 10 percent of their contract funds to
help pamcxpants W’lth speclal expenses local offlces have prov1ded

niess and buying diesel machine tools for another person needing them to

secure a particular job. Michigan also paid relocation exrznses for
people wishing to move in order to find employment. The work program
office in Bangor, Maine, had collécted a closetful of clothes for inter-
views and sometimes bought second-hand clothing for participants.
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in addition to “external” needs for transportation and child care; many
oK program participants need help with emotional; attitudinal, and

fa:rmly difficulties. According to program officials, AFDC recipients often
lack self-esteem, self-confidence, or habits and attitudes that are neces-
sary for success at work, such as punctuality; appropriate dressing; or

commitment to the empioyer. Program staff also encounter participants

with severe emotional problems or a history of drug or alcohol abuse or

child abuse: An individual with extreme personal difficulties needs help
in resolving them before participating in an activity that is directly
related to employment.

To some extent, the major work program activities themselves help par-

ticipants deal with emotional and attitudinal problems. For example,
some program staff sec work experierice as building people’s confidence
that they can succeed at work. Supported work focuses on people who
need confidence and improved work habits and attitudes. Job search

workshops can help with these problems by offering group support.

In some programs, staff exempted people with serious attitudinal or
emotional prol:lems. But; we also observed programs that provided or

tried to help participants locate special services before or while they

paviicipated in a work, education, or training activity. For example, one
activity in Oklahoma’s E&T program was a fiva-session orientation to
worl:, which covered topics such as self-understanding, the employment
Drocess; ax:d goal setting. The activity attempted to build self-esteem

and pezr supnc +: Programs often used other agencies, through contract

or referrzl, U5 provide such services. Using existing progratis, coiinties
participazing in Minnesota’s CWEP sponsored a Personal Effectivenese
Group for CWEP participants; which provided individual and group coun-

seling on faruily fir-ances and human relations for participants desiring

such help: Two Michigan counties contracted for “motivational training”
classes for their participants. Programs also referred people to drug and
alcohol treatment and mental health services.

An example from Texas illustrates the sevare internal probler-:; facirig
welfare recipients and the insight anc resourcefulness required in _
dealing with thero. The iian Antonio office ¢f the Texas Departmen? of
JHuman Services contracted witi: a private nonprofit agency for wormen

to provide a 4 week job readiness course for WIN Demonstration partici-

parts: T5e program served women who had some job :skills, st were
dxc.couraged by past a atte mpts to nr'd ajob s whose personal uvwx vers
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People Wlth Multlple
Needs

©, time management; balancing children

their attitudes and app-4 'zf 1l
and work; and other is;n <v CTecause of the nature of their past relation-

ships with men; many par ,1c1pa11ts had great difficulties in dealing with

local 1 hiring officials, (mostly men), ‘according to program staff. To help
the women becorme accustomed to dealing with men in positions of
authority, the program us¢+: male employment counselors.

According to work program staff, some AFDC reclplents have a commbina--
tion of barriers to participation such as needs for child eare ‘and trans-
portation; and attitudinal problems. In our site visits, we observed a

pattern of programs exempting people with multiple needs. For

example, in Beaufort County, South Carolina, women who could riot get

to Worksﬂ:es and back hbme w1t;hm the time Lhelr chﬂdren were m

dren were exempted when it would take too long to get from home to the

various child care providers and then to the program site. To stretch

support service dollars, Maine WIN Demonstration staff tried to help reg-
istrants meet primary needs and éxpected them to meet other needs
themselves,

e ————
Conclusions

The issue of support services illustrates that prowdmg employm. D, S€t -

vices to AFDC recipients:is a difficult task. Because recipients can ha e

several barriers to employment; the programs must be prepared tc pro-

vide, or arrange for participants to recelve, several serwces m addltlon

Lack of data poses-a serious problem in the attempt to determine how

many people eligible for work programs nerd support services, how

many receive them, and what services they actually receive. We do

know that work programs on the whole sperid little of their own funds

for services, relying heavily on funds from other programs. Program

managers and stzff often use great creativity and resourcefulness in

finding alternative sources and patching them together. Even so, evi-
dence from our site visits suggests that significant numbers of people
are excluded from participation becs:15e they lack child care or trans-
portation. In particular; people with a combination of needs may be

excluded from the programs.

If the ~r programis were to be expanded to reach a -.rger share of the
AFDC pn .alation, particularly women with children u:ider 6, support ser-

vice rieeds could increase. This would require increased spending; by
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either the work programs themselves or the programs they rely on, such
as title XX.

Even with vastly increased spending, work programs could not solve all

the child care, transportation, and other support service needs of par-
ticipants elther before or after tiiey leave the programs. Many of these
needs stem from broader problems riot under the control of the work

programs, such as shortag=s of child care and lack of mass transporta-

tlon n  many areas. In addmon, many of part1c1pants’ support services

A¥DC rec1p1ents are to become self-sufficient, these problems must be
addressed.
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Program Results

Findings: » The few available evaluations of AFDC work programs suggest
rmudest but encouraging resiilts for p'articipérj;s' without work
experience; however, the economy may limit opportunities in some

locations.

» Wages of the jobs that participants find are generally low; which may
be related to the limited services many receive;

+ Finding a job does not mean going off AFDC; in half the programs,
over 50 percent of participants who found employment remaivied on
AFDC.

» Programs have other benefits such as increasing self-esteem; ___ -

reaching intermediate steps to employability, or providing services of
value to the community. They can also have detrimental effects such
as displacement of other workers tholigh evidence of this is mixed.

* Thie number of job placements and the duration of these jobs may be
limited by the fact that some clients placed in low-wage jobs are = _
worse off than before due 1o the loss of AFDC and Medicaid benefits
and increased child care and transportation costs:

Imp”:ations:  + Available evidence suggests that the impact of the programs, -
although positive in some cases, most likely will be miodest and
difficuit to replicate.

» Evidence suggests that encouraging programs to work with people
having more severe barriers to employment could improve long-term

program effectiveness.

* Efforts to place people in higher-wage jobs or continuation of medical,
child care, and transportation assistance once participants become

employed might improve programs' long- term effectiveness.
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Effects on Employment

Measiires of an AFDC Work program’s Success cali range from surress sto-
ries for individuals or simple placement rates, to comparison ¢f-* aploy-
ment rates of participants and nonparticipants: The level of earr:ings of

participants and the quality of their jobs and reductions in welfare
receipt among those placed in jobs are also measures, as are welfare out-
cones of participants compared to nonparticipants and the duration of
e ;052 feund. Other types of measures are increases in the education

cng skills of participants, and even the value of work performed for the
community. Some benefits, such 4s increases in participants’ psycholog-
ical weli-being and that of theii families; are not easily quantifiable.

Available evidence indicates that work programs can boost the e )loy-

ment and earnings of participants by modest amounts. But the ezin:ngs
of those who find jobs are sometimes too 1=77 to move them off the wel-
fare rolls. Lack of uniirm data collection by the AFDc work prograums,
especially on indicators of job quality and duration, hampers judgment

of the success of AFDC work programs. The current paucity of credible
evaluations further exacer®: - ;es this problem.

Work programs effects on employment are Important indicators of their

success at achieving both immediate welfare reductions and enhancing
long-term employability. These effects -an be seen through individual
st~cess Stories; program placément raics, and controlled experiments.

Individus! Successes

Unquestionably, AFDC work programs help s<ne individusls. Every pro-
gram has success stories of people whose lives have been changed by its
intervention. As a result of work program participation, former AFbc

recipients are now running home day care centers, working as health
insurance él?nmﬂ nroe «ors, and working as civil servats after proving
thamselves - - .+ 1 ipants. But individual success stories are not
enoughtojusi. - ... - .. Itis necessary to know how many such.
stories there 25 .~z7 + -wiires data collection:

selves and the other agenc1es or eontraetcx- orowdmg program services,

and in measuring their success in meeting *..-se standards. Because

there are few federally mandated reporting r«quirements or perform-
ance standards, states use several different, noncomparable measures.
These include the absolute numbers of peoplé placed in ic™s; the number
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Chliapter 6
Program Results

of job placements asa proportlon of program registrants or partxcxpants

and the number of people entering employment per staff member.

The 56 programs that could provide data on job placements (out of 61
we surveyed) reported that approximately 270,645 péme@@t’e fpupfl

unsubsidized employment in 1985. Of the fiscal year 1986 participants

in the median program we surveyed, 29 percent had found unsiubsidized
employment when GAO s quebtwnnalre was completed as table 6.1 mdl-

gram types had similar median placement rates:

Table 6.1: Placement Rates by Program
Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

Figures are percentages

,,,,,,,,,, WIN __ - Work supp./ Al

Placementrata ___Demonstration CWEP Jobsearch  grantdiv. programs
Minimum 7 16 20 0 0
25th percentile 20 25 21 19 21
Median 33 28 . __ 3 25 29
75th. percentile 42 42 . 43 M 41
Maximum 84 59 46 38 84

Placement rates do not prove a program successful or one prograiti more

successful than another; some participants who becarme employed wotld
have done so without the program. Thus; an assumption that work pro-
grams are responsible for all their participants who enter employment

would be misleading. Moreover, participants’ characteristics differ

across programs; those with a more job-ready clientele might have.
higher placement rates than other programs without being more effec-

tive. Similarly, programs differ greatly in their economie environments,

which also may affect placement rates: A 1979 study by the Urban

Institute found that the labor market and demographic characteristics
of participants accounted for about one-third to onie-half of the differ-
ences in performance; measured by placement rates among other indica-

tors; among local WIN programs:? Thus, it is inappropriate to make

1We did not count work experience; CWEP grant diversiorn; and other on:the-job miining posutions
while the client was in the program as *placements.” Somie diversity in placerment rates may be
caused by the fact that different programs answered the questionnaire at different times between
January and March 1986.  that answered it later might have had higher rates than those
answering it earlier. Moreover, some programs were starting up or phasing out in FY 1985, which
would tend to reduce their placement rates.

2John J. Mltchell Mark Llneoln Chadwin and Demetra Smith Nightingale; Implementing Welfare Welfane

Employment +-An Institutional Analysis of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program: (W

ington; DC: Department of Labor, 1880), p. xv-xvii.

Page 100 GAO/HRD87-34 Work and Welfare

97



Chepter6
Program Results

judgments about the relative effectiveness of different programs based
on placement rates alone.

Success of Program To dissociate a program’s effect from the effects of other factors such as
Enrollees Versus Control / normal welfare turnover, program evaluations use control or compar-
ison grours to approximate what participants would have done in the

Comparison Groups program’s absence. The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
is evaluating programs in eight stztes using randomly selected control

groups, but final reports are availaisle for only three states. As an

example of a control group’s usefulness, MDRC’s evaluation of San
Diego’s job search/work experience program showed that although 61
percent of participants worked in the 15 months following enrollment;
56 percent of a randomly selected contrel group worked during the same

penod Thus the ti'ue effect of the program was a 6-percent increase in

While a few states have evaluated.their programs; the lack of adequate

comparison groups produced biased estimates of program results: Sev-
eral programs comparable to some of the current work progras, such
as WIN, CETA, and the National Supported Work Demonstration, were

evaluated in the 1970’s;* although some of these studies also failed to
control adequately for differences between the pa—rtrcxpant and compar-

ison groups.® Some of these studies raeasure changes in earnings instead
of employment rates; increased earnings can result from increases in
either employment or wage levels.

Modest Positive Results The available evaluations suggest that work programs have modest but
encouraging results. MDRC has completed evaluations of th-ee programs

3Jud1th  Gueron, Werk Initiatives for Welfare Recipients: Lessons froma
{New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986), p. 456.

4See Carl Wolfhagen with Barbara S. Goldman Job Search Stra g:a Lessorns frori the Louisville
WIN Laberatery (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1983); U.S. Congres-
sional Budget Office and National Commission- for Employment Policy, CETA Training Programs: Do
they Work for Adnits? (1982); Westat, Inc:; Continnons Longitudinal Manpower Survey: ¥mpact on
1977 Earnings of New FY 1976 CETA Enrollees in Selected Program Activities (Net Impact Report
No 1) (Rovaille MD Watat, Inc undared), Ketron, Inc., The Long-Term Impact of WIN H: A Longi-
ta aluation e Em me; eriences: ofPamdpanaﬂrtheWorkmeemwePLo_gm
(Wayne, PA Ketron, Inc 19803, Manpgwer Demonstration Research Corporation, Board of Directors,
Summary and Findings of the National Supported Work Demonstration (Cambridge, MA: Ballinger,

1980).

5Jean Baldwin Grossman and Audrey Mirsky; A Survey of Recent Programs Designed to Reduce
Long-Term Welfare Dependency, (Washington DC: Department of Health and Human Services, 1985),
p. 18.
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one in San Diego in which a portion of the experimental group received
only job search services while the rest received job seareh followed by
work experience; a WIN Demonstration in Arkansas providing job search,

followed by work experience for those who failed to find a job; and a

Baitiinore WIN Demonstration offering a variety of services including
education and training.s These evaluations found that the experimental
groups were employed at a rate b to 7 percentage points higher than the

control groups during a 6- to 15-month follow-up period beginning about

3 months after enrollment, which took place between 1982 and 1984.7

- San Diego experimental group members earned on average $700 more
per year than control group members during the 15-month follow-up

period; average earnings increased by $78 during 6 months in Arkansas

and $176 during 12 months in Baltimore. Previous studies estimated
that WIN, CETA, and other earlier employment programs serving welfare
recipients had similar impacts on employment, improving it by 5 to 10
percentage points. Impacts on annual earnings ranged from tmder $300

to $1,600.8

Some researchers have concluded from available evaluations that more
intensive services such as training; work experience; and education have

greater impacts on employment and earnings than do job search assis-

tance and placement.? This conclusion, however; depends in part upon
estimates of the separate effects of different components of the saime
program, which may be biased because different types of participants

may have been selected into different activities:1°

Caution should be applied in generalizing MDRC’S evaluation results to
the nation as a whole. States that chose to participate have displayed a
great deal of commitment, illustrated by their willingness to employ

6Barbara, Goldman; Daniel Friedlander and David Long; Final Report On The San Diego Job Search
And Work Expenence Demonstration (New York: Manpower Demomtmﬂénmm Corporation,
February, 1986); Daniel Friedlander, et al., ArKarisas: Final Report on the WORK Prog
Counties (New York: Manpower lﬁmonstraﬁon Research Corporation: September, 1885); Daniel
Friedlander, et al., Maryland: Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation (New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, December, 1985). Two additional reports——on pro-
grans in Virginia and West Virginia—have been released since the tifie of our study.

7Gueron, Pp. 27 31 32. A small number of control group members received alternative employment
and training services through the WIN program.

f'Grosstan and Mirsky; pp 18, 26.
9Gmssman and Mirsky; p. 18-20; Jean Baldwin Grossman, Rebecca Maynard, and Judith Roberts,

Reanalysis of the Effects of Selected Employment and Training Programs for Wesifare Recipients
(Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., Oct. 1985), p. 12.

19Grossman and Mirsky, pp. 20-21.
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random assignment. Moreover, as participants in an experiment, they
received special attention and assistarice.

Less Employable Benefit
Most

Work programs’ employment and earnings effects seem better for par-
ticipants with less work experierice. For example, Mprc found that, i
while the Baltimore Options Program increased the employment rate of
program participants with previous work experience by 2.9 péri:ent in

the fifth quarter after enrollment, the rate for those who had never
worked rose by 6.3 percent.!! Studies of WIN, CETA, and other employ-
ment programs also estimated greater impacts for those with less work
experience.’ There is no conclusive evidence, however, on the relation-

ship between program impacts and the educational status of

participants.s

The greater impact on the less experienced occurs despite the fact that

those with work experience had much higher actual employment rates

after the program than those with no prior employment. The point is

that those without work experience would do much worse in the abserice
of the program than those with work experierice; more of whom would
find jobs on their own. Thus; looking at placement rates alone makes

programs seem more effective for those with work experience: This pro-

vides an incentive for programs to serve the more job-ready welfare
recipients, even though the hardest to employ benefit most from the

prograins.

Wage Rates and
Quality of Jobs

Whether program participants find jObS is not the only measure of suc-
cess. The types of jobs they find are important as well. The wages and
hours a job provides determine the immediate AFDC savings resulting

from the placement. And if a work program numbers among its goals

enhancing the long-term prospects for self-sufficiency of AFDC recipients,
the types of jobs program participants find are very important. Place-
ment in an unstable job or one that does not provide adequate earnings
or benefits to support a family may not improve an AFDc recipient’s

long-term prospects for staying off welfare.

UFriedlander, et al, p. 138.

1"’Gm:ussnmn ‘and Mirsky, p. 21; Wolfhagen and Goldman, p. xvi; Congressional Budget Office and
National Commission on Employment Policy, p. 26; Westat, Inc., p. vii; Ketron, Inc;, p: 84:

13Grossman and Mirsky, p. 23,
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Incomplete datais a ma;lor problem in assessing the quality of the jobs

found. Of the 61 programs surveyed, 15 were unable to provide the

wage rates of program participants who found jobs. Only 57 percent of

the programs surveyed reported that they-collected data on the occupa-
tions in which participants found unsubsidized jobs; 34 percent of the

programs collected data on the occupations for which they were trained,

and 41 percent collected data on the occupations in which they received

work experience.

Data collected by the work programs surveyed by GAO show that the

hourly wages of the jobs participants found were generally low (see_

table 6.2). Of the 45 programs providing data, about half indicated that
the average hourly wage of participants who found jobs was under
$4.14. In Lonly a quarter of the programs was the average hourly wage

for jobs found greater than $4.47. The federal minimum wage is $3.365
an hour: Average wages varied little by program type. However, some

programs did better than others; nine programs had an averagé hourly

wage of more than $5.00.

Table 6.2: Average Hourly Wages of

Participants Who Found Jobs by
Program Type (Fiscal Year 1985)

Average hourly - WIN . . Worksupp/ ___ Al
wage Dembonstration CWEP Job search grantdiv. _ _ programs
Minimum $366 $3.35 $4:14 $368 $3.35
25th percentile _____ 380 363 419 379 3.80
Median = 411 3.98 4.32 327 4.14
75th percentile 444 489 5.17 442 447
Maxirriurm - _656 566 __ 517 __ 5.23 6.56

Note: The federal minimum wage is $3.35 an hour.

One reason for the low wages of work program graduates may be that

many received only job search services. As mentioned in chapter 4; job

search, unlike education or training programs, does not improve partici-

pants’ skills but helps them find jobs for which they are already quali-

iied. Previous studies have shown that group job search moves

individuals into entry-level, low-wage jobs.14

Another reason for the low wages obtained by work program partici-

pants may be that many find jobs in the clerical and service fields tradi-

tionally reserved for women: Our visits suggest that programs may not
try to channel women into higher paying or traditionally male occupa-

tions through trauung or direci plaeement efforts or may have difficulty

“Goldman. Friedlander, and Long; p. 78.
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Effects on Welfare
Receipt

doing so. Job Training Partnership Act sponsors also seem to be making
few efforts to encourage women toward nontraditional occupations;

according to a recent study.’®* But women placed in nontraditional occu-
pations under JTPA Title ILA had much higher wages than those of other

women 1 in JTPA and sometmes as hlgh as those of male part1c1pants But

stramts to charnel many women into tralmng for tradltlona.lly male
occupations; since many might require extensive educational prepara-
tion before beginning training.

Work progra.ms effects on welfare recelpt are unporta.nt both for those
concerned about their immediate impact on the welfare rolls and those

more concerned about the long-term prospects for self-sufficiency of
program graduates. Effects on welfare receipt can be measured by pro-
gram data on participants who have their grants reduced or eliminated,
and program evaluation results using contrel or comparison groups:

For many work program participants, finding a job does not mean going
off AFDc. Half of the programs reported that more than 48 percent of
their participants remained on AFDC when they found employment (see

table 6.3). A welfare recipient who finds a job can remain on AFDC if his
or her countable income continues to be below a level set for each family
size by the state (its payment standard). The high proportion remaining
on AFDC may reflect either the low-wage jobs discussed in the previous

section or a tendancy of work program participants to take part-time
Jjobs, or both factors. It is also related to the require-ment that states
disregard a portion Qf earnings for 4 months, as well as certain amounts
for child care and other work-related expenses, in détéi'miiiiﬁg income
for calculating aFpc benefits: Even though a client remains on ArDc; the

program could still realize some savings through grant reduction due to
increased income.

16K atherine Solow and Gary Walker, The Job 'I‘rauugg Partnerslu Act: Service to Women (New
York: Grinker, Walker, and Associates, 1986), p. iv, 33.

ek |
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Table 6.3: Percent of Employed Work {1 e e I

Program Participants Remaining on Figures are percentages I
AFDC by Program Type (Fiscal Year Percentremaining wiN _ Work supp./ All
85) OnAFDC ~ Demonstration CWEP Job search grantdiv. programe
Minimom . _ 13 0 20 0 0

25th Percentile 40 10 23 4 20

Median 50 26 268 20 48

75th Percentile 70 59 85 85 70

Maximum 88 88 g5 100__ 100

The proportion of work progr:um participants finding jobs who remained

on aFDC ranged from 0 to 100 percent. The wide variation between pro-
grams may be in part due to differences in the ways states calculate
AFDC benefits. In states with relatively low income cutoffs for receipt of

AFDC, termination of grant payments may be the most frequent result of

employment, while in states with higher standards, more program

terminees may have their benefits reduced than have them terminated.

Progra;m Enrollees Versus Like the data GAO collected, program evaluations show that employment

outcomes are not necessarily translated into proportionate reductions in

Control or Comparison outcomes
welfare expenditures. According to MDRC's evaluations; work programs

Group s do not affect welfare receipt as consistently as they do employment and

earnings. Of the three programs MprC evaluated, only one reduced the

number of people receiving AFDC and another cut the siz- of the average

benefit received, both resulting in welfare savmgs The third program
affected neither the number of people receiving welfare nor the average
size of benefits.s

Evidence on Deterrence As mentioned above, some policy rmakers see work programs as a way of

deterring people from applying for or staying on AFDC: Deterrence is dif-

ficult to measure because of the difficulties of identifying people wio

did not apply for welfare because of the program. Once a person begins

participating in a program, it is imipossible to say whether his or her
leaving AFDC is due to deterrence, the rositive effects of the nrrogram, or

normal welfare turnover. Analyses by MDRC'? and the Pennsylvania

“’Gueron pp. 28-32. Evaluations of earlier progra ns showed smaller effects on welfire paymerits
than on earnings. However, these results are of limited relevatice today because the progrémi were
conductad before the AFDC riiles governing the treatment of earnings were changed in 1981,
resulting in a greater reduction in benefits for recipients with earned income (See Grossman and

Mirsky, p. 18).
17Goldman, Friedlander; and Leng, p. xvii.
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Duration of Jobs Found

Department of Public Welfare' of the deterrent effects of the CwEp pro-
grams in Pennsylvania and San Diego found no evidence that deterrence
was occurring; but the treatment of deterrence in both studies had

serious limitations: Case workers we interviewed expressed the belief

that participation requirements induce some people to withdraw their
applications or drop off the rolls, often because they already have unre-
ported earnings. The case workers, however, had no idea of the magni-
tude of the effect.

The duration of the jobs found is an important indicator of the success
of work programs at improving participants’ ' opportunities for long-term

self-sufficiency. Only 33 of the 61 programs we surveyed, however, fol-

lowed up on their 1985 participants after they left the programs to find
out whether they remained employed. Almost all programs that con-
ducted any follow-up did so 30 days after participants were employed—
a very short period in which to measure job retention. Only 13 programs

followed up with participants beyond the 30-day period.

According to the limited data available, while some former work pro-
gram participants lost their jobs within a month, many retained them

for longer periods of time: After 30 days, about 86 percent of partici-

pants who found jobs were still employed in the median program among
those which conducted any follow-up, as shown by table 6.4. Few pro-
grams collected data on job retention beyond 30 days; but the limited
data they reported are displayed by table 6.5: At 90 days after emgloy-

ment; the five programs collecting the data reported between 56 and 72
percent still employed, with a median of 65 percent. At 180 days after
employment, the seven programs that collected data reported from 22 to

78 percent still employed; with a median of 62 pereent

181"ennsylvania Department of Public Welfare; Evaluation of Pennsylvania Conmunity Work Experi-
ence Program (Philadelphia: Jan: 1986), pp. 90-96.

1n4
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Table 6.4: Parcent off Participants Still S m

Employed After 30 Days by Program Numbers are percentages; except last two lines S -

Type (Fiscal Year 19€5) Percentstit | WIN , Work supp./ Al
employed  Demonstration CWEP Job search grant div. programs
Minimum 61 85 89 78 61
25th percentile 83 . . _ 79 83
Median 85 _oi . _ 85 86
75th percentile 90 . B 90 90
Maximom_ 92 97 89 90 97
No. reporting 19 2 1 4 26
No. missing 6 18 5 6 35

Table 6.5: Percent of Participants Still

Emiployed Beyond 30 Days After

Employment (Fiscal Year 1985)

Numbers are percentages; except last line

Percent still employed - 90 Days 180 Days
Minimom _ . 56 22
25th percentile 61 _ 34
Median 65 . 62
75th percentie 71 65
Maximum 72 78
No: of Programs Reporting Data L 5 7

MDRC's evaluations suggest that work program partlc1pants maintained
their improvements over cortrol groups for at least two years; although

some of their advantages decreased in size. Tracking subsamples of

early enrollees for 24 months in San Diego and Baltimore and 15 months

in Arkansas; MDRC found that the AFDC—Regular experimental group in

San Diego and the experimental group in Arkansas, also composed of
AFDC—Regular recipients; continued to surpass their control group coun-

terparts in terms of employment. The differential between the experi-

mental and control groups in welfare receipt actually grew in Arkansas

but decreased ir. Saa Diego.” In contras®, AFDC-UP participants in San

Diego quickly lost their advantage over controls in employment and

earnings while they continuied to be less likely to receive welfare.® In

Baltimore experimental-control differences in employment and welfare

receipt dropped over time, although the earnings differentials actually

increased.?! Evaluations of other employment programs such as WiN;

19I"rledlander, et al. " Arkmmmal_xmen%emalﬂ’mgrmn In Two Counties, pp. 91; 93, 23,
and Goldman, Friedlander; and Long; p. xiv.

2°Goldman' Friedlander; and Iong; p- 114:

Z’Fnedlander, et al., Maryland: Final Report On The Employment Initiatives Evaluatior; pp; 118-121:
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Other Beneflts

CETA; and supported wo;'lfci also suggest that participants usually

retained significant advantages over comparison groups over 2 to 5
years,22

Work programs have other beneflts besides the employment increased
earnings, and reduced welfare dependency of their participants. These
additional benefits include improvemsnts in participants’ employability
and self-esteem as well as the provision of useful services to the

community.

Improvements in Education
and Skills

Programs can produce some result;s that may be steppmg stones to the

pects. For example; a participant who acquires a high school diploma,
remed:al education, or increased English proficiency through a work
program has become more employable. With current information, we

cannot tell to what extent participants take these steps.

Nonquantlflable Benefits

Some work program benefits are hard to measure. For example, getting
a job may increase a woman's self-esteem and help her children: Suc-
cessful work program graduates have said that entry into the world of

work has transformed their health, appearance, manner of dealing witk

their children, and ovarall personalities. These intangible benefits can be
as important as measurable effacts on employment and income.

Value of the Work
Performed

In addition to the effects of work programs on participants, the pro-

groms can also affect the commumty through the work performed by
participants. Participants in CWEPs or the work e experience components

of WIN Cemonstrations provide to public and nonprofit agencies free ser-

vices that may be of value to the community. In some states we visited,

for example, work program participants were helping maintain social
services that would otherwise be reduced due to budget cuts. Beaufort
County; South Carolina; CWEP participants were preparing food at the

local Head Start center and providing child care at another day cave

center. In Salisbury, Maryland, Basic Employmeiit and Training program
participants were an integral part of the staff of the locél agency that

22Congressional Budget Office and National Commission for Employment Policy; p. 11; ianpower
Demonstration Research Corporation; Board of Directors, p. 60; Ketron, Inc., p: 83; Wotfhager., pp.
199, 202; Grossman, Maynard, and Robe:ts; pp. 48-52, 71-74.
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prov1des Head Start Meals on L Wheels; and other low-income or social
services programs. In New York City, wiN Demonstration participants

were working at schools, hospitals, parks, and welfare centers.

o ,
Dlsplacement

While federal reguiatlons IOl'bld the substitution of CWEP participants

for regular workers, they also require that the jobs performed niot be
“make-work” but serve a useful public purpose. If participantsare
doing meaningful work; however, the question always arises of whether

they are displacing regular employees: If displacement occurs, other

workers might be out of jobs and possibly go on AFDC themselves. Thus,

considering all the work performed by CWEP participants to be valuable
might overstate the real value of such work programs because the costs
of secondary impacts would not be eonSIdered

In some geographic areas, public employe\, unions have strongly ,
opposed CWEP due to fears of displacement. The American Federation of
State, County; and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) argues that displace-

ment is inevitable ‘whenever a sizeable program exists for a sustained
period of time: This leads, the union says, to the creation of a subclass of

low-paid employees, erosion of well-paid jobs, and a diminution in the
quality of public services.=

Available evidence on the displacement effects of AFDC work programs

is mixed. AFSCME cites a large decrease in the nuinber of civil servants in
certain low-skilled job categories since New York City began its

workfare program for general assistance recipients (later expanded to

include AFDC recipients), at the same time New York City’s total work

force was being increased. The union has accused the city of using its

workfare program to provide low-skilled workers so that increased reve-
nues cou'd be used to hire a differenc class of worker:# On the other

hand; w= observed small EWEP programs whose participants were

workmg at nonprofit agenmes that hazd been severely affected by budget

posu:mns Further, MDRC's surveys of "¥ork e expenence supemsors in
four states also failed to document displacement, suggesting that partici-

pants were domg work that could be done by workers already employed

Z*Nanine Meiklejohn; “Work And 'i‘raﬁﬁng Opportu.nitxm For Welfare Rcclpxents, Statement Before
the Subcorimittee or Public Assistance dnd Unemployment Compensation of the House ‘Ways and
Means Comittee, June 17, 1986, pp. 4-5.

24Meildq;ohn, p-3
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by the agencies, with no need for additional workers. MDRC'S findings
suggest that displacement did not oceur in these sites, but also cast

doubt on the value of the work participants performed.

Factors Lumtmg

Program Success

The success of AFDC work programs is lumted by a number of factors

outside their control: These include economic factors such as the number

of jobs availab!z and the wages of these jobs. The welfare system’s treat-

ment of the working poor may also lim:t program success.

The availability of jobs and the quality of the JObS available can limit

work program results Work programs do not create new JObS but

with hlgh unemployment or havmg few jobs with earnings, hours, bene-

fits and stability adequate to be an attractive alternative to welfare, a

work pregram might have limited success at placing participants into
jobs. Program participants in areas hurt by the decline of manufacturing

or farming face very different oopportunities than do those in areas bene-

fiting from the rise of the service economy. Strong economies such as

those in Massachusetts and San Diego offer very differert opportuiities

to work program participants than do those of Pontiac; Michigan; where
the decline of the auto industry has forced men and women who had

well-paying jobs onto welfare, and Beaufort County, South Carolina,

where seasonal resort jobs that are geographically inaccessible to many
welfare recipients are among the few sources of employment.

Pieblems of the Workmg
Poor

Partletpa.r:ts whose earnings dlsquahfy them from AFDC may suffer

financially from working because their earnings do riot make up for

decreased AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamp benefits and increased
expenses. This factor may hamper the efforts of work programs to place

welfare recipients in jobs and inerease the likelihood that job-finders

return to the rolls: For example, Maine’s program director found that at

the minimurm wage, a family of three in Maine wouild still get AFDC and
Medicaid benefits. At about $4.30 an hour, the family would lose AFDC

and Medicaid, receive redueed Food Stamp benefits, and pay child care,

%SFricdlander,; et al,; Ma_xylani Fir. U Report On The Employment Initiatives Evaluation, pp. 217-219;
Friedlander; et a1, Arkansay : Final Report On The WORK 1 In T'wo Counties, p. 168; Marilyn
Price, Interim Findings From The Vi nployment Services Program (New York: Manpomr
Demonstration Research Corporation, May; 1985); p. 87; and Joseph Ball, et al. Interim Findings On
The West Vi, ginia Community W(_:\_E_L:petience Demonstrations New York Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corp.. Nov. 1084), p. 132.
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transportation and health expenses—and be worse off by about $1,500

than when the household head did not work. It would take an hourly
wage of $5.00 for the family to break even. The average hourly wage of
program participants in Maine was $4.29.

Wage jobs do not provide health or other behefits Families losmg AFDC
due to an increase in earnings continue to be eligible for Medicaid bene-
fits for four months. Families losing AFDC because they no longer qualify
for the 4-month disregard of one-third of their earned income retain

Medicaid eligibility for 9 months, which states can extend by an addi-

tional 6 months. But after this period, the former recipients are on their
oW, arnd case workers in sorte programs report seeing people leave
their jobs in order to regain Medicaid coverage when they or their chil-
dren develop a health problem.

Accarding ixj Vi'tjrii broéra’m staff many fbrmer participani:s 2156 rei:urn

down. While partlmpants who remain on AFDC can continue to have 1 up
to $160 per child disregarded from their incomes in determining A¥DC
benefit levels, those who go off AFDC may have to pay these expenses
themselves; although they may claim a tax credit for work or education-
related child care expenses. In many states; low-income working parents
can obtain child care funded by title XX. However;, overall title XX

funding has declined since 1981, though recent years have seen some
increases, and many states have reduced their child care allocations.
The need for sub31d1zed day care often outstrips the avallablhty of such

tramntlon from welfare to work, as described in chapter 5.

Despite the difficulties for low-income workers, there is eviderice that
AFDC recipients tend to choose work over welfare even when they suffer
financially as a result. For example; 0BRA made major changes in AFDC

that resulted in the loss of benefits for many working recipients and
reduced benefits for others. Yet, a Gao study estimated that, in five
diverse localities; most working recipients who became ineligible for
AFDC continued to work; rather than leaving their jobs to requalify for

AFDC.? But, despite the desire of AFDC recipients to work, personal crises

with health care, child care, or transportation may precipitate their
returi to the welfare rolls.

nges: Final Repert (GAO/PEMD-86-4, July 2, 1986), page ii.
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Benefits Compared to
Costs

Whether a program’s goals are short-term eiﬁﬁibyjtjeﬁitjjf fong-term

employability; one way of measuring its success is to determine whether

it “pays for itself.”’ Impact data from controlled experiments or compar:
ison group studles can be used to develogestlmates of the net cos* or

nufmber of assumpttons must be made, for example, those abbut the

duration of benefits and the degree to which participants who become

employed displace other workers. Moreover, some important benefits
and costs, such as the increased self-esteem of participants or the intan-
gible costs of taking them away from their children, are not measur-

able.# Thus; the results of cost-benefit analysis should be treated with

caution.

From the brcad social perspectlve, the benefits of a work program

include the increased value of the work done by program participants

‘while in the program and after completing it, as Well as thelr reduced

on AFDC and other transfers are not cons1dered asa gam to soc1ety,

because the gain to taxpayers is offset by the loss of benefits to recipi-

ents.” From this perspective, MDRC’s three completed work program

evaluations found that the benefits of work programs to society out-
welghed the costs by between $100 : and $2 000 per enrollee over the 6

also found that the benefits to socxety usually outweighed the costs.®

In San Diego, MDRG found that the benefits were distributed aboit
equally between AFDC womern; who enjoyed increased earnings; and tax-
payers; who benelited from decreased welfare outlays and increased tax

revenues. But in Baltimore and Arkansas, one group received most of

the benefits In Baitlmore, it was the AFDC women who gained, with the

taxpayers received most of the benefits w1th the AFDG rec:prents appar-

ently gammg no new income from exchanging welfare for work.3!

Z7Friedlander et al, Maryland: Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaliiation; pp. %xii,
sooevd; 146; Fnedlander, etal, Arkansas: Final Report on the WORK Program in Two Counties, pp.
115-116."

28Fviediander et al. Maryland: Final Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation, pp. 143-145.

29Geron; page 33.
NGrossman and Mirsky, page 24.
31Gueron, pp. 33-34.
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Chapter6.

MDRC also calculated the budget savmgs produced by the programs
through reductiens in public assistance outlays and increases in tax rev-

enue paid by program participants who find jobs. From this perspective,

MDRC found that both the San Diego and Arkansas s programs saved more

over a b-year period, savmg between $200 and $1,300 per participant.®

The Baltimore program was found to produce a net loss, although this

result might change if more follow-up data were available 3

In i study of the San Diego work prograr, MDRC found t@; the federal

government had reaped the largest budgetary benefits, with the state

government also getting substantial benefits but that there were rela-

tively small budgetary savings at the local level * This finding led to

MDRC’s conclusion that substantial reductions in or elimination of federal
support would leave the state and eounty no financial inecentive to run
the program:

MDRC concluded that, in the short run, these programs ofter cost rather
than save money. Almost all costs are incurred up front; when the par-

ticipant is active in the program, but most of the benefits accrue over

time, as participation leads to employment and earnings gains, which in

turn lead to increases in taxes and decreases in assistarice paymernts.ss

Sophlstlcated cost-benefit analyses using comparison groups cannot be

done for all programs. Instead, programs calculate savings based on

their participants only. HHS requires wiIN Demonstrations to report the
amount of money saved by the reduction or elimination of the welfare
grants of those program participants who find jobs. These “‘savin ngs’’ are
then compared with the costs of the program, to produce a total esti-

inate of savings due to the program. Calculation of such savings requires

data (or assumptions) about how long jobs last, how many participants
found their own jobs independently of the programs; and how many
partlmpants found more than one job in the course of a year (to avoid

32Goldman; Friedlander; and Long; p. xxv; Friedlander; et al.; Arkansas: Final Report On The WORK
Program In Two Counties, pp. xocvil, xxix:

33E‘riedlander etal, &agy ial R mﬁwmaluaﬁon, pp. 175, %, _
xooxvid, 148, MDRC dld | its ¢ analmis at a time when many people had been out of the program for only
a few months and some were actually still in program activities: As a result; it is possible that bene-
fits would be higher if measured at a later date.

3‘Goldma.n, Friedlander, and Long, pp. xxvii-xxviii.

35Gueron, page 34
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Cenclusmns

double-counting). Faulty assumptions or faiiiiré to account for such fac-

While few reasonably complete evaluations are available, those that
have been completed consistently indicate that work programs can have

modes!: succeess in gettmg partlclpa:nts into JObS, mcréasmg then' ea.m-

ings, and decreasing their welfare dependency. The programs seem to
make the biggest difference to participants without work experience.
Wages of the jobs that participants find generally are low, however, and
often not high enough to move them off the welfare rolis: Yet, in addi-

tion to their effects on employment and welfare receipt, programs can

have other benefits, such as the increased self-esteem and employability
of participants. Programs also may have detrinental effects such as the
the displacement of other workers, although evidence of this is mixed.

Several factors may limit the ﬁib&éiﬁ? positive results. Many of these
are outside the control of the programs. Since work programs do not
create jobs; their success in job placement is dependent on the local

economy. And some areas of the country can provide few job opportuni-

ties. Low wage levels and the rules governing welfare programs mean

that some participants who take jobs may be worse off than before due
to the loss of AFbc and Medicaid; combined with work expenses such as
transportation and child care. Other factors that limit success may be

internal to the programs. Their tendency to place participants in low-

wage jobs may be related to the concentration on job search services
descnbed in Chapter 4.

Proyldmg services to more individuals who lack work experience could

increase program effectiveness, evaluations suggest, because the pro-
grams seem to make the blggest dlfference for such people Because

help save money in the long rtm . However, focusing on them costs more,

because of the more intensive services requlred, and takes longer to pro-
duce results.

Lack of rehable mfonnat:on hampers a more complete assessment of

work programs’ success: While continued evaluations are necessary to
increase our knowledge of which approaches work best for which

36See An Overview of the WIN Program: Its Objectives, Accomplishiments, and Probleris (GAO/HRD-
82-65, June 21, 1982), p. 32.
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Chapter6

peopie, it is not realistic to expect all programs to be contmuously evalu-

ated using control groups. Instead, there is a need for better collection of
data on such measures of success as wage levels; job quality,; and job

duration. This would help refine the pxcture provided by placement
rates and crude estimates of welfare savings.
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Implications for Federal Policy

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

States’ flexibility to tailor programs to local rieeds.

Administrative
Issues Sl S S -
 Federal government's role in defining overall program goals and
structuring evaluations.
* Federal government’s role in running the programs; which state
agency should have administrative responsibility.
* Level of federal financial support and the appropriate state
contribution;
Participation  « Expansion of programs through including women with young children
and Operations and more people with little education or work experience.
Issues:
* Increased funding for child care and more education and training
services needed to meet participants' needs.
Issues Related - Realistic expectations for program SUCCess i, view of modest
to Program aggregate program effects on earnings and empicyment.
Expectations:
* Continued support service assistance after participants find jobs.
* Measuring interim program effects to encourage emphasis on long-
term self-sufficiency.
Program * How miich information the Congress, federal oversight agencies, and
Information the states need about program operations.
Issues: T o
* The best way of compiling and shaiing information and the cost of
such a system;
« Type of evaluation program needed to take advantage of a rich
opportunity to study different approaches.
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Chapter7 _
Implications for Federal Policy

In the previous chapters, we have presented a national picture of work
programs operated by state AFDC agencies. The programs are the culmi-
nation of a series of checices about which federal options to use, whom to

serve, what services to offer; and how to support participation. Current

federal legislation is a conglomeration of options—regular wiN Pro-
grams, win Demonstrations; CWEP, employment search, and work suppie-
mentation. This multiplicity has both given states flexibility in designing
and operating their programs and led to a division of administrative
responsibilities:

Because this report focuses on programs run by AFDC agenc1es, it does
not address the regular WiN programs. The WiN Demonstrations; how-

ever, account for cver two-thirds of wiN funds. In addition, regular wiN

programs can provide the same services as wIN demonstrations, services

that the report discusses.

In choosing programs, several states have used a trial-and-error

approach, trying one option, modifying or discard..:g it, then trying
another. Often programs are run on a small scale. Some states have sev-
eral small programs of different types. Only a third of tlie programs are
statewide. In the 1985 WIN Demonstrations, which were the most com-

prehensive programs irt terms of services, funding, and number of

participants:

About 22 percent of adiilt AFDC rec1p1ents part1c1pated in the 1985 fiscal
year.

Participants generally received less intensive services not designed to
improve skills or education.
Relatively small sums—Iess than $600 in three-fourths of the pro-

grams—were spent per participant; meaning little money went for such

activities as training or supportive services.

When the programs are viewed individually, however, the pictuire is also
one of variety. Aggr egates and averages obscure the efforts Qf §9m§ Bro—

grams and the success of individual participants, and miss entirely the

innovation evident in many of our site visits. Programs have different
goals, from quick job placements to longer-term training. Sorme programs
add large amonunts of state funds to the federal government’s contribu-
tion. And some emphasize services that improve the individual’s skills
or education;

What do the experiences of current programs imply for federal policy?
They can provide insights into such issues as the shape of program
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Implications for Federa.l Policy

administration, the programs ablhty to reach a significant portion of

the AFDC population, the potential magnitude of results, and the types of

information we need about the programs to assess them more
completely:

The current programs area patchwork of administrative responsibilities

and funding, put together on an 2d hoc basis. They lack overall direction

or goals. Administration of the various work program authontles,
including the regular WiN Program, is split hetween AFDC and state

employment agencies and at the federal level; between HES and Labor.

The multiplicity of options has some advantages, however. It allows

states to tailor their programs to their own local needs within budget
constraints and to be creative in trying different approaches: Flexibility

does not, however; necessarily require multiple program authorizations.

The programs receive disparate levels of federal matchmg funds which
in some cases influences the services a program emphasmes and reduces
the flexibility states have to design their programs. This encourages

decisions about whom to serve and what services to offer that are based

neither on need nor potential for success.

Another factor affectmg program administration is the temporary
nature of the WiN Demonstration authority, which allows state AFDC

agencies to run the WiN Program and contributes to flexibility in pro-

gram design. This authority will expire for many states in 1987. If it is
not extended or a new program is not authorized, the wiN Program

would revert to dual agency administration, and the current experience
of the AFDC agencies could be lost.

Gverall federal support for welfare employment programs is shnnkmg,

and the future of the WIN Program itself is uncertain: The
repeatedly has proposed abolishing WiN and replacing it with a program

funded at a 60-percent federal matching rate or with a block grant to

the states: Though these efforts have been unsuccessfiil, the program’s
funds—which also fund the wiN Demonstrations—have been cut every
year since 1981. In 1985, the program received about a third of what it
had received in 1974 in constant 1985 dollars. By 1986; wiN funding was

42 percent less than in 1981; by 1987 70 percent less.

The WIN funds, and to a lesser extent other fedcral s sources, are an essen-

tial resource for current AFDC work programs. But programs do not rely

totally on federal funds: Half the win Demonstrations obtained at least
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20 percent of their funds from other sources, a higher percentage than
federal matching provisions rejuire.

Thus, at the federad level, administrative issues for future work pro-

grams concern

how much freedom states will have to design their own programs;
what role the federal government should play in defining the programs’

overall goals and structuring evaluations,

the federal governmert’s role in running the programs and which state
agency should have acministrative responsibility, _

at what level the federal government vwvill support the efforts and
what the state financial contribution should be.

Until these issues are resolved, the environment in which states plan
their own efforts is somewhat uncertain.

Pregram Partlelpatlen
and Operations

Current programs reach only a small proportion of adult AFDC recipients.
In states with WIN Demonstrations (the most comprehensive prograrus,
serving by far the: most participants); about 22 percent of adult recipi-

ents participated in programs that operated during all of 1985. The
majority of adult AFDC recipients, women with children under age 6, usu-
ally are exempt from participation. In our site visits, we found that
soma programs also exclude people with multiple cr severe barriers to
employability. However, few data on participant characteristics are
available.

In general, states appear to have chosen to cover larger numbers of wel-
fare recipients by spreading services thinly over many people; rather

than providing more intensive and expensive services to a smaller

number of people. The WiN Demonstrations offer the widest range of ser-
vices. Overall, however, most participants in these programs receive less
intensive services not designed to improve skills or education, although
a few programs do emphasize training and education. Some programs

we visited report that a lack of financial resources prevent them from
offering the services their participants need. The wiN Demonstrations
especially try to supplement their services with other programs’
resources, coordination efforts that meet with varying degrees of
success

To participate, AFDC recipients often need support services such as child
care; transportation; or counseling on personal problems. Most programs -
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have some type of support services available to their participants,
though they usually spend little of their own money on them: They rely
instead on outside sources —some of which (such as title XX) have seen
diminishing allocations for needed services—or their own improvised

arrangements.

Policy questions related vo program coverage and operations center

around the possibility of expanding the programs, targeting them differ-
ently, and/or using available resources more effectively. The questions

also raise the issue of the nieed for more financial resources.

Expanding or refocusing e programs could mean including women

with children under 6, a group that could benefit from employment,
training, or education services. In the abserice of intervention, members

of this group are likely to become long-term welfare users. The question,
however; of whether these women should be required or merely

encouraged to participate is a difficult one.

Another way to 2xpand or refocus the programs would be to serve more

people who are less job-ready because of low educational attainments
and little or no previous work experience. Research shows they also are
among the most likely to become “jong stayers” on AFDC; using a large
share of the benefits. Moreover, people with little previous work experi- -

ence show the greatest improvement after work program services over
their counterparts in control groups: Therefore; helping these people
could result in bigger benefits for the programs.

While the potential benefits of serving women with young children and

the less job-ready are high, 5o are the potential costs. Women with chil-

dren under 6 generally need more expensive and frequent child care
help than those with older children. Serving people with greater employ-

ment barriers means more intensive-—and expensive—services such as

education and training. As our survey shows, the overall emphasis of

current programs is ot on this type of service, and the average amount

most programs spent per participant suggests they could not afford Such
activities at current funding levels unless they decreased the number of

people served.

The increased funds that any program expausion or increased emphasis
on intensive services would require are not currently available to most

programs. The major source of work program funds; WIN; has declined
by 70 percent in 6 years. Inadequate funding already prevents some

programs from meeting their participants’ needs. Relying on JTPa at its
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current funding level to provide trainin g services most likely would not

meet the needs of the AFDC populaticn, since nationally JTPa only serves

about 150,000 people a year from this group. Thus, providing more

intensive services or serving more people would require either provnimg
more morney to the work programs so that they could purchase services
for their participants or expanding or retargeting other education and

training programs such as JTPA to enable them to serve more welfare

recipients.

If already scarce resources cannot be expanded the researcti suggssts
that one way of allocating them would be to ) carget the less job-ready, as

potentially they could show the greatsst impacts. However, this

approach would result in fewer people being served. The choice of who
receives services is difficult for program adnumstrators, since many
people could benefit.

The administration has proposed expandJng programs by mandating
high participation rates. Yet the data suggest that states already are
trying to spread their funds over larger numbers of participarts by pro-

viding less expensive services such as job search or direct placement.

High mandated levels of participation with continued limited funding
would likely exacerbate the tendency to serve more welfare recipients in
inexpensive options while providing fewer with thé education and

training services they may need.

Modest Results Likely

The few available program evaluations indicate modest improvements
in participants’ employment and earnings; and in Some cases; limited
welfare savings. These studies show work programs can have positive

effects. But the limited number of evaluations do not allow for general-

ization across all programs, since program and participant characteris-
tics vary. Local factors such as program resources and experienced staff
make replicating individual programs difficult.

To measure success, most programs use placement rates that are not
compared to the performance of control groups. Such data can be mis-
leading with regard to a program’s true effects and tell little about the
quality of the jobs found. Available data on average wage rates and con-

tinued AFDC receipt after finding work show that many who successfully

complete the programs end up in low-paying jobs. Many do not leave
AFDC, although their benefits are reduced.
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Several factors can affect progra "% and individuals’ success. The pro-

graimms do not create jobs and there ore cannot provide them when the

economy does not. In addition, the transition from program to work can

be hard for participants, who must find child care and transportation,

arrangements that can easily break down. Finally, people in low-paying

jobs without health insurance are vulnerabi= to a lack of affordable

medical care. Thus, an inability to find support services or health care
can impede placement in a job or encourage a return to AFDC.

The programs have benefits other than those related to participants

finding work. Some are measurable, others are not. Educational attain-
ments; such as qualifying for a GeD, learning English, and i increasing _

reading proficiency, could be measured. Increases in participants’ self-
esteem also help make an employment program worthwhile; but are dif-

ficult to measure. Other benefits are not related to the participants

themselves. One is the value of the work performed for public and pri-

vate nonprofit agencies by work experience participants. Another is the

value society places on having welfare recipients engaged in productive
work or trainmg activities.

These pomts raise several issues for work program policy. Modest

effects in terms of aggregate job placements do not necessarily diminish

the programs’ value, But they do caiition agamst unreasonable expecta-
tions about job placement resuits, In addition; no particular program

design has been shown to work best; and successful programs are diffi-

cult to replicate from one site to another. Therefore, the flexibilit y to try

different approaches, allowing jurisdictions to find out what works best

for them, is an important aspéect of program policy:

Continued assistance with child care and health care could increase

placements and lengthen job retention, increasing program effective-

ness. While some states extend the period in which people eontinue to be

eligible for Medicaid after leaving AFDC, former work program partici-

pants with low earnings are at risk of being without health coverage for

themselves and their families. Attempting to place people in jobs with

higher wages and health benefits might also enharnce placement rates
and job retention. But aiming at higher wage jobs; like serving people

with greater employment barriers, reqtires longer-term; more expensive
services.

Another issue concerns how to measiire success. Programs a.umng at

long-term self-sufficiency must go beyond simple measures of job place-

ment to indicators of job retention, job characteristics (such as potential
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for upvvard moblhty and availability of health benefits), and educational

attainments. Tracking interim progress prior to entering the job market

could help programs assess the achievements of the hard-to-employ A
policy that recognized such achievements could encourage programs tc

work more with this group. Stressing Jcb quality might enconrage pro-

grams to work more on placing people in higher paid, longer-Jasting jobs.

Finally, aspects of a work program other than purely work or training-

related measures can increase the programs’ worth for different pecple:

Some find a program worthwhile because it returns the value of welfare

benefits to society through work performed. Others consider the poten-

tial to break the cycle of poverty for even a small group of long-term
welfare recipients and their children to be a program’s highest value.

e
Program Information

A major barrier to describing the programs and their resiilts is the lack
of standardly-defined information comparable across programs or, in

some areas; any information at all. Programs define participation in dif-

ferent ways. Basic information such as whom the programs serve, how

many people need support services but cannot get them, what types of

jobs people find, and how long they keep their jobs and stay off welfare
is unavailable from many programs.

improve their programs by giving them a better uriderstanding of their
accomplishments and permitting comparisons with other states’ pro-
grams. Systems that provide good information, however, can be expen-

sive to administer and burdensome to those who must collect and

compile the data. In addition, the states need a way to share their expe-

More rehable, complete, and consistent information could help states

riences. Staff of several programs we visited said the federal oversight

agency (in the case of the current programs; #HS) could take more of a

“clearinghouse” role; systematically collecting and distributing informa-

tion and facilitating the exchange of methods and approaches among

states: Thus the policy questions are: How muich do the Congress, fed-
eral oversight agencies, and the states themselves need to know about
program operations? What is the best + way of compiling and sharing the

information? And how much would such a system cost?

A related issue concerns the type of evaluation strategy needed. Several
important questions abouit work programs’ administration and effects
remain to be answered, such as: What approaches work best for which

people, and how can results be used to design service packages? Do more

expensive services such as training and education pay off in the long
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women face in the work place eventually overcome any gains made
through a work program? The current diversity of state programs pro-
vides an opportunity to compare different approaches; but this opportu-
nity could be lost if more rigorous evaluatics are not planned. The
numerous and varied experiments since 1981 have yielded few quality
evaluations: Without good evaluative data, the same questions that

work programs have raised for 20 years will continue to go unanswered.

'f‘he  current work programs are a positive development toward ma.kmg

Matters for . AFDC something more than an income-maintenance program. While it is
Congressional inappropriate to generalize from a few programs; evaluations have
Ccensideration shown that some programs can help AFDC recipients improve their

ability to find jobs and reduce their need for welfare. There is not

enough information to prescribe one approach over another. Several 1 leg-
islative proposals were offered in the 39th Congress to reform work pro-
gram policy;, in part in response to current programs’ experiences: In

addition; differing funding 1 prov;slons, the division of administrative

responsibilities, and overlapping services found in current program law,
together with shrinking funds and the uncertain future of WIN and the
WIN Demonstrations; necessitate some changes. Therefore, the Congress

should consider several matters in reexamining federal work program

legislation and shaping it into a more streamlined, coherent authoriza-
tion that still would encourage and facilitate innovation in the states.
Some essential points to be considered include:

. State flexibility in program design—aAlchough the authorizations for the

WIN, WIN Demonstration; and IV-A programs are inconsistent in funding
and administrative provisions;, states can offer a wide range of services

tailored to local needs. One unified, coherent program authorization

could still allow this flexibility and eliminate conflicting or overlappmg

prov1s10ns and fundmg dJspantles

programs, states need sore level of confidence that fundmg Wlll be
stable and the federal government supports the programs: In addition; a

uniform federal matching rate for all work program options would help

programs offer the services they wish to emphasize. The current system
at times causes states to choose lower cost options or options for which
they can get additional federal funds, rather than the services their par-
ticipants need.
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Encour g_g states to serve more people frc r'r_pecmc groups such as

the hard-to-employ—Deciding who should receive services is difficult,

as many AFDC recipients could benefit. Programs should not be discour-
aged from serving any group of people,; either those with a history of
work and education or those with severe barriers to employment. How-

ever, programs at times are unable to serve the latter group. When com-

pared to similar people who did not receive program services, people

with less work experience can show greater improvements after being in
a program than do people with more work experience.

In addition, helping long-term AFDC recipients—or people likely to be—

could save money over time, because they receive the bulk of benefits.
Yet, they also need longer-term,; more expensive training and education
services. Recognizing such intermediate steps as improving reading

levels might encourage programs to serve more people from this group.
In addition, scarce resources mean work programs must develop good
relationships with other training and education programs to help pro-

vide needed services.

Including women with young children—While a mandatory requirement

for women with children under 6 may not always be desirable or fea-
sible, voluntary participation in work programs should be increased,
especially in programs designed to help participants finish school or

obtain skills training. Women whose children are very young when they
enter the welfare rolls are more likely to be lorig-term AFDC users. Yet,
greater participation for this group will require more funding for child
care support.

Adequate support servxces-;—Mgrg needs to be learned about the ade-
quacy of current services in terms of how many people need them, but
do not receive them and whether the formal day care available meets
the demand for it. If programs are expanded and especially if they

target women with young children; more services would be needed: In

addition, providing support services when the participant finds employ-

ment would aid the transition, a difficult time of adjustment. Another
important issue is providing continuing health coverage to people whose
jobs do not provide such benefits.

More sophisticated measures of performance—Programs now often rely

on placement rates to indicate performance, yet this measure tells little
about how well part1c1pants are being served and program effective-
ness. More helpful measures would include those that indicate the
potential for jobs found to lead to self-sufficiency, such as how long a

Jjob is retained after a participant finds work and its potential for

advancement. Other measures, such as progress in remedial education or
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number of GEDS obtained, wouild ericouirage states to work with more dis-
advantaged people by recognizing that they may take longer to show
results. S

Uniform 1 reportmzon program implementatio iteomns—A maaor
problem our study identified was a lack of standardized program infor-
mation. Standard definitions and data collection would help in the moni-

toring of programs in the future. At a minimum, a data system should

track how well thiese programs help people stay employed and get off
the AFDC rolls. In addition, a well-designed evaluation structure would
help compare various approaches and isolate true program effects on
individuals:

e}
[
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Appendix1 - :
SunwyofEhnﬂqmnmnﬂumnedAFDG
Programs in FY 1985

UNHEDEHITESGENERAtACCOUNﬂNG‘DHHCE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

Dear Program Administrator:

... In_the _past few years; many states have been experimenting with
new versions of programs to link_ work and welfare. wWhila some of
these programs have received considerable attention, 1little

information is available to provide a comprehensive national picture

of what is occurring in all states. To_collect the basic information
needed to develop such a picture, the General Accounting Office, an

agency of the Congress, 1is surveying all state employment-related

programs for AFDC participants.

We believe that the information we ;ollect will be useful to_the

Congress _as__it considers work program policy and funding levels ‘in
the.spring of 1986. The information should also be useful to program
administrators like yourself by prqviding data on what other states
are doing in this area. The results of our_ survey and other research
on work and welfare issues will be included in a report which will
be made available to you by next summer.

__._To _complete our study, wWe need information about the employment-
related program for which you are responsible. Because our objective
is to catalogue work-related progranms in all states, it is important

that_this _questionnaire for _your program be completed and returned
to Js within 15 days of the date. of this _letter. You may use the
enclosed, postage-paid eénvelope to return the questionnaire, or, if

it is miepleced. mail the questionnaire to the following address:

Ms. _Patricia Cole -

U. 5. General Accounting office
441 G Street, N. W., Room 6651
washington; D.C. 20548

We would be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please
contact _Patricia Cole at ({202) 275-5468. Thank Yyou for your
assistance in ccmpleting our study.

§iﬁcereiy;
Janet A s
Janet L. Shikles

Group Director
Human Resources Division
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Appendix I
Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

O

U. S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SURVEY OF AFDC EMPLOYMENT-RELATED PROGRAMS IN FY 85

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE

--The  term ‘“program® used .in the questiocnnaire refersrtorthe
program shown above on thé Iabel Please verify that the name of
your program is shown correctly, and make any necessary changes

Ain the space provided to the right of the label.

--Based on a telephone call to your state, Wwe have classified

your program as:

1. [ 1 A WIN Demonstration with_at least one IV-A component. .
(e.g., a CWEP, IV-A Job Search, or Work Supplementation)

2. [ ] A WIN Demonstration with no IV-A components
3. L ] A community Work Experience Program (CWEP) only
2. [ 1 A job search program only
5. [ 1 A grant diversion or
work suppleéméntation program only
6. [ ] other (SPECIFY): 6/8

If thls classification is incorrect, please call Patricia Cole
immediately at (202) 275-5468; so that we may discuss the program
for which you will be responding. - If our information is correct,
please answer the quest.ons with the classification checked above

as your reference point.
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Survey of Emrloyment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

-—The questionnaire asks for information about program partici-

pants: activities; funding, and outcomes. Feel free to discuss
the questions_ _with other staff. However, please identify one
person responsible for the gquestionnaire. Please provide the

name, title, and phone number of this person should we need more

information about your response.

NAME

TITLE

PHONE

--Where actual data to answer the .questions are. not available,
your best estimates based on field observations or special
studies are acceptable.

~--For programs with multiple service delivery sites, please
answer the duestions for all sites together. Do not provide
information for any sites individually.

I T IIIIImmTmnTI I I I I I I IO

* »
2 THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. :
f IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL: f
§ PATRICIA COLE AT (202) 275-4568, OR i
* RANDI COHEN AT (202) 275-1886. *
:iiti*'}t*fiiititt*t*iiiii—i—*tiiiiiiit*ttttitt*ii*iittiitv}:
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Appendix1 _ .
Survey of Employiient-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

I. GENERAL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
1. In what year were services first offered by this
program at any site?
Year services firét offered....l1l9 7-8/8

2. Many of the questions in this form refer to fiscal year

1985. If possible, please answer those questions for the
1985 federal fiscal year. If your records are not

organized that way, please use the 1985 fiscal _year for
your program. __ In either case; indicate the dates for
which you are reporting below.

Beginning date: - 19— 3-12/8
Menth Year

Ending date: L 19 13-16/8
Month Year

3. During fiscal year 1985, did the program s&erve the
entire state or was its coverage limited to a particular
service area or areas? (CHECK ONE BOX ONLY. )

1. [ 1 program was statewide and served entire
state

2. [ ] Program was statewide, but some areas did
not participate due to "remoteness"

3. [ 3 coverage limited to a particular service S
area(s) 17/8

4. Was_the program still offering services as of
October 1, 1985?

1. L ] Yes
2. F 1 wo 18/8
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Programs in FY 1985

II. ELIGIBLE GROUPS

5. During fiscal year 1985, what was the total numbéer of
adults in your program service area{s) and in the gtate

who were either receiving AFDC or were in the process of

applying for it?  (INCLUDE__YOUR_ _SERVICE AREA _IN THE
STATE_FIGURES: IF__YOUR PROGRAM SERVES THE WHOLE STATE,

PLEASE ENTER "SAME" FOR LINE 2.)

1. Number of FY 1985 adult
AFDC applicants or recipients 7 o
in Bervice area...c.ciievecrorn e ——— 19-25/8

2. Number of FY 1985 adult
AFJC. applicants or recipie¢nts
in State.eieiececiiecacacsonnnanas

e 26-32/9

6. Does your program have legal requirements:  (CHECK ONE
BOX ONLY)
1. £ 3 only for registration (CONTINUE WITH
QUESTION 7)
2. [ ] only for participation (GO TO QUESTION 8)

3. [ ] For both registration ard participation (GO TO
QUESTION 8)

4. [ ] For neither. registration R
nor participatisn (GO TO QUESTION 10) 33/8

7. How many FY 1985 AFDC applicants or recipients were
required to register _for_ _your program? (PLEASE GIVE
YOUR_BEST_ESTIMATE OF AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF REQUIRED
REGISTRANTS.)

Number of FY 1985 AFDC

applicants or recipients S

required to register.......... 34-39/9

*IF YOU ANSWERED QUESTION 7, PLEAS. GO TQ QUESTION 9.*
LY T R PR A A T g S ) A i i iy
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Programs in FY 1985

8. How many FY 1985 -AFDC_ applicants- or recipients were
;equi:ed,to,gartigiga*e,inﬁwyour,program?_”,(PtEBSE"GIVE
YOUR BEST ESTIMATE OF AN UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF REQUIRED
PARTICIPANTS.}
Number of FY 1985 _AFDC
applicants or recipients
required to participate....... L
40-45/9
9. During FY 1985, did _your program reguire women with
children under 6 to register or participate? (CHECK ONE
BOX ONLY.)
1. [ ] Yes
2. E 3 No 46/9
10. How many FY 85 AFDC adult applicants or recipients in
your program service area actually purticipated in FY
85.( PLEASE GIVE YOUR BEST ESTIMATE _OF AN UNDUPLICATED
COHN’I.',OE,,PKRTICIPANTS DEFINE "PARTICIPATION" THE WAY
YOUR PROGRAM DOES.) .
Number of FY 85 AFDC
applicants or recipients
who participated o
in program in FY 85, ..cccvsese——————— 47-52/8
11. How -many participants (as indicated in Q. 10) were
applying for or receiving AFDC assistance as regular
recipients, . andwhow,maﬂy as. unemployed .. parents?. (IF THE
ANSWER FOR A CATEGORY IS ZERO, PLEASE ENTER "0.")
.. FY 1985
Participants
Regular recipients......+... e 53-58/8
Unemployed parentS.:iie.si.: 59-64/8
Status UNKNOWH.::essenerrese S — 65:70/8
TOTAL SHOULD BE SAME AS TOTAL PARTICIPANTS, Q. 10
*80/1
5
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AppendixI L
Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1885

We _are interested in the_ reasons some. AFDC _recipients or

12.
applicants did not register £or Or participate in the program
during FY 85. In— your —opinion, to what extent did each of the
following reasons prevent registration: - or participation in your
program?. .. (YOU MAY KNOW _THIS FROM_ _SPECIAL.__STUDIES. OR_FIELD
OBSERVATION. DO NOT INCUUDE THE LEGAL REASONS FOR AUTOMATIC
EXEMPTION FROM WIN REGISTRATION. PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH
LINE.) T
Extent to Which This Pravented
. Registration or Participation  _.
-1y (Y 73) (4) (5) (6]
Very . ... ._._ Little
_ _Great _Gre~: Moderate _Some Or No Don't
Reason Extent Exteat ExXterit Externit ExXtent Know

Low educational L L S L L »
attainment::::: [ 3 £ 13 £ 13 £ 13 L 13 £ 3 5/8
Lack of child- L , , 7 , , ) , , , , o
care....eeeeess [ 3 t 3 t 3 £ 13 t 3 € 13 6/8

Lack cof trans- - - o o o S
portation...... [ 1] C 1 C 1 £ 1 £ 1 £ 1 7/8
Too few staff:: [ 1 E 13 . [ | £ 3 €1 8/8
Program couldn't

provide . . } ] } ] . . . ] ) . ) o
activity.:i.oo: [ 13 £ 13 £ 1 £ 1 £ 1 C 1 9/8

Client already in - : o
cther program.. + ] L 1] L 1 t 1 £ 1 L 1 10/8

Other (SPECIFY): _ _ _ _ _

11/8

|

_ . ____ 1 131 131 01 11

13.

We would like to know.the_number of AFDC applicants. or recipiernts
who were sarictioned in FY 1985 for rniot registering or particis-
pating in your program. Please provide those figures below, using
either the number of people sanctioned or the number of sanctions
imposed.

Number of AFDC appiicants

or recipients

who were sanctioned in FY 1985... 12-16/9
Number of sanctions imposed R
IN FY BS.iviiiicoeisinivioiscanis 17-21/9
6
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AppendixI I
Survey of Eniployiiient-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

III. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

In this section, please describe only thiose activities that
were offered during FY B85 to program participants who
applied for or received AFDC agsistarice.

14. During FY 85, did your program offer any Of the

following activities to AFDC applicants.or recipients at
any of its sites? (PLEASE REFER TO THE APPENDIX FOR
DEFINITIONS OF ASTERISKED TERMS:. CHECK ONE BO: ON EACH

LINE.)

{1) 2)
o Yes No
Activity
Work Experience®.::::ii:eseeeecees [ ] [ 22/8
On-the-job training*.....eee000eee [ ] C 13 §§/§
Supported WOrk*:..::ss:::5005505:0 [ 3 [ 1 24/8
Vocational skills training........ [ ] [ 25/8
Remedial/basic skills educationsss [ J L 3 26/8
Post-high school education (at == . I
technical institution or college). [ ] L 1 27/8
inéiviéuai job B€arChecessvssssssse [ ] E 3 28/8
Group job search®.eeeeeesevesicsss [ ] C 13 29/8
Direct placefient assistance by o o .
employment agency...sessssessecees [ 3 [ 30/8
Other (SPECIFY) S C 31/8
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Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

15. During FY 1985; how many psople participated_in each_of
the activities you checked as "yes" in Question 14?
(WITHIN EACH ACTIVITY YOU CHECKED PLEASE PROVIDE AN
UNDUPLICATED COUNT __USING EITHER ACTUAL FIGURES OR_YOUR
BEST ESTIMATE. ASTERISKED TERMS ARE DEFINED IN THE
APPENDIX. )
e Participants
Activity In FY8S
WOIrk EXDEriGnce®. s coceeseessonsonons 32-37/9
Cn-the=Job Training®.c.ecceeeccvvoveees 38-44/9
SUPPOrted WOIK¥:ssosesessssassoononeee — 25-50/9
Vocational skills trainimng..:eeeceseoes 51-56/9
Remedial/basic skills education....... — 57-62/9
Post-high.school education (at . o
technical institution or college)s.ss: — 63-68/9
Individual jOb Bearchesssscssssesssces 6€9-747/9
I o — *807/2"
Group job Bearch™. i .ciciiesvossnsness 5-10/9
Direct placement assistance by o
employment AgenCy.csecesccscsscsssssns 11-16/9
Other (SPECIFY)i . . . ... ._ _ 17-22/3
16. During - FY 85, -was transportation assistance available
to _program___participznts? _ (INCLUDE . _PROGRAM-PROVIDED
TRANSPORTATION, AS WELL AS SERVICES DONATED OR PAID FOR
BY SOME OTHER SOURCE.)
1. £ 3 Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 17)
2. L 1 No (GO TO QUESTION 20) 23/8
8
Pageisy . P GAO/HED §7.84 Work and Welfare

O

ERIC— -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Prograrms in FY 1985

17. Were your program’'s funds used to- pay for any of the
transportation  _aasistance provided to .participants
during FY 852 ("PROGRAM FUNDS" REFER TO MONEY IN YOUR
PROGRAM'S BUDGET. EXCLUDE AFDC SPECIAL NEEDS PAYMENTS.)

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 18)

2: [ 1 No (GO TO QUESTION 19) 24/8

18. How much did your program. spend for transportation
assistance provided to participants during that year?

Ezpenditures for transportation - .
assistance in FY 85...i¢ici0iv0is § 25=31/9

19. During FY 1985, did your program rely on any of the
following. funding sourceés to provide transportation
services in addition to, or in 1lieu of, services Your
program provided or paid for? (PLEASE DO NOT INCLUDE
SERVICIS FUNDED THROCUGH YOUR PROGRAM'S BUDGET. CHECK
ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

e (1) €2)
Funding Source Yes No
AFDC Special Needs Payments..... [ ] [ 32/9
Services contributed by transit L o e
authority.isvissesisvovssccnsses [ ] L 1 33/9
Services p.ovided by employers.. [ J L 13 34/9
TiEI& XXiiviisieoovsenoennsnanaes [ T L 1 35/9
Other (SPECIFY) . [ 1 L 1 36/9
9

, ¥ T )
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20. puring FY 1985; was_ child _care assistance_available. to
program participants? (INCLUDE REFERRALS TO CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS, PAYMENTS TO PROVIDERS OR PARTICIPANTS, AND
DIRECT SERVICES.)

1. [ 1 Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 21)
2. [ 1 No (GO TO SECTION 1V, L f
FUNDING SOURCES.ON PAGE 12.) 37/8

21 Were your program's funds _used to pay for any of the
child care assistance provided to participants in FY
19852 (INCLUDE ONLY PAYMENTS MADE _FROM:YOUR PROGRAM'S
BUDGET EITHER _TO PARTICIPANTS OR _DIRECTLY TO CHILD CARE
PROVIDERS: EXCLUDE AFDC SPECIAL NEEDS PAYMENTS. )

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 22)
2. L 3 No (GO TO QUESTION 25) 38/9

22. During FY 1985, did your program pay for any of the

types of child care 1listed below? (CHECK ONE BOX ON
EACH LINE:)

[ (1) (2)
Type of Care Paid For Yes No
Child CATE CONter.....oeeveeseees [ ] L 3 39/9
Licensed/registered S o ,
family day cares...cceecosacavass [ 1 L 3 40/9
Unlicensed/unregistered
family day care.or _ . L
babysitter outside home....:0... [ ] L 3 . 41/9
Babysitter in_ = _ L L o
participant's home....veevoieies [ ] L 1 42/9
Other (SPECIFY) . . ... [ ] L 3 43/9
10
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23. For__each type of care which you checked as ”yéﬁ" i
question 22, please indicate the mMaximum amoufit the
program would pay per month -for one child. (PLEASE
ENTER THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE PAYMEN™ PER _MONTH__TO_THE
NEAREST DOLLAR. IF YOUR PROGRAM _HAD. NO ESTABLISHED
MAXIMUM FOR A PARTICULAR TYPE OF CARE, ENTER "NONE.")

L Maximum Allowed
Type of Care Paid For Per Month

Child CAre Centersseesecesesees § 44-46/9

Licensed/registered ) o
family day cares:iccveveviicse & 47-49/9

Unlicensed/registered
family day care or - o
babysitter outside home....... § . __._ 50-52/9

Babysitter in _

participant’s home....:i:i::::; § 55-55/5

Other (SPECIFY):

o 56-58/9

24. What wére your program 8 total ékpéﬁditﬁféﬁ for child
care assistance provided to participants. duxing _FY
85?7 (INCLUDE ONLY PAYMENTS MADE _BY YOUR _PROGRAM EITHER
TO PARTICIPANTS OR DIRECTLY TO PROVIDERS. )

Total program expenditures for . .
child care assistance in FY 85... § " 59-66/9

*80/3
11
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Programs in FY 1985

25. buring-FY 85, _did_-your:- program _rely on__any_ _of the
foIIowxng funding sources to provide child care services
in addition to, or in lieu of, 8érvices your progran
provided or paid for? (PLEASE DO NOT INCLUDE SERVICES
FUNDED THROUGH YOUR PROGRAM'S BUDGET. CHECK ONE BOX ON

EACH LINE.) - o
(1) (2)

Funding Source Yes No
WIN funds (e.g.;_ for_
parttcipan;s in programs that

579
AFDC Special Needs Payments....... 6/9

TIitIe XX FUNAB: ¢ eueecrooscencnsons 7/9

m mo™ m'
[ N S i 5T R S
m mM (an] mM
. -l -l

Other (SPECIFY): . 8/9

IV. FUNDING SOURCES
26. For fiscal year 1985, how much money did your prograim
receive from each of the sources listed below? (IF THE
ANSWER FOR A" PARTICULAR SOURCE IS ZERO, PLEASE ENTER
"o.")

_ Amount Received
Source — -For FY 85 :

9-16/8
17-24/8

07N

Regular federal funds {IV-A):..:..::

Oy

Special federal project funds:..:.

WIN funds.-cecrececncrnccannsosens $ 25-32/8

and other state funds used . o
only for AFDC recipients)...ccceee § 33-40/8

Local funds__ - N
(only for AFDC recipients);;;;;;;; $ 41-48/8

other funds (SPECIFY):
T —— 39-56/8

Source . cannot be readily _ o
identified: iiiisciviissiasiisaes § 57-64/8

TOTAL BUGGET FOR FY 85 RECEIVED o
FROM ALL SOURCES.:.eccctectseccancs § 65-73/8

12
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Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

program? (INCILUDE, FOR EXKMPLE, EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE,
VOCATIONAL  TRAINING, CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION. )
1. [ 31 Yes
2. L 3 No 7478
- o *80/4
v. PROGRAM RESULTS
Please describe only results that pertain to FY 85
participants who were AFDC applicants Or recipients.
28. How many AFDC applicants_or recipients who participated
in the program in FY 85_ were placed in jobs:.or found
thefi on their. own while. in. the program. _or__after
completing it? (EXCLUDE CWEP PLACEMENTS, SUBSIDIZED OJT,
GRANT DIVERSION, AND WORK EXPERIENCE ACTIVITIES. IF THE
ANSWER IS ZERO, PLEASE ENTER "0.")

Number.of FY 85 participants =
who were placed in or found jobgse.————— 5-10/8
e e N T LTI T T T L

’ IF THE ANSWEg TO Q. 28 IS 0, PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION VI,
REPORTING SYSTEMS, ON PAGE 17
Y 2 2 2 R 2 22222 22222222222 2222X2222222X22222 222223222222 222 1 ]

85 program participants who were placed in or found jobs
while in the program or after completing it.

$  per hour 11-13/9

30. Were follow-up contacts made concerning FY 85 partici-
pants who found jobs to find@ out if they were still
employed?

1. [ ] Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 31)

2. [ ] No (GO TO QUESTION 33) 13/9

13
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31. pDid you use any of the following methods_to_monitor the
participants who found émploymeént? (PLEASE CHECK ONE
BOX ON EACH LIRE.) o )

(1) (2)

Me thod Yes  No

Contact with all pi‘bjéct términééﬁ; ceces [ ] f ] 15/9
Contact with a sample

Contact with all employersS..s.essesseses £ 1 L 1 17/9
Contact with a sample of employers:..s.. [ 1 C 1 1879

Contact with all L L
termifiees or emnloyers::isi.isiiissssss [ 1] C 1 19/9

Review of Unemploy. Comp. accounts...... [ ] C 1 20/9

Other (SPECIFY): .1 1 21/9

32. Please indicate ~the time periods during which you
monitored. these participants; and _for each .time period
used, estimateé ¢the percentage of the participants who
remained employed at the same or another job. (PLEASE
CHECK ALL _ MONITORING PERIODS USED AND _INDICATE A
PERCENTAGE FOR EACH PERIOD CHECKED. ROUND TO NEAREST
PERCENTAGE. )

% Remaining
Monitoring Period Used -_Employed -

1. [ 3 Less than 30 days after _ o
entering employment. sossssscssss ] 22-25/9
2. [ 130 days after . ___ _ L
entering employment.....coeusess 2 26-29/9

3. [ 180 aays after o
entering employment...cceceeeoscs 2 30-33/9

4. [ 1 90 gays after o

entering employment....ce0c000s0 —————§ 34-37/9
5. [ ] 180 days after , _ I
entering employment....seones008 - - - . % 38-31/9

6. [ 1 other (SPECIFY) . ) 42-45/9

14
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Survey of Employment-Related AFDC'
Programs in FY 1985

33. For the FY 85 participants who:- found 3jobs; please
estimate what percentage .remained on. AFDC. and._what
percentage wernt off AFDC at the time Of their initial
employment. (ROUND TO THE NEAREST PERCENT. ENTER "O" FOR
ZERO.) .

Percentage who remained on AFDC o
at time of initial employment.... —— —- 3 46-48/9
Percentage who went off AFDC at

time of initial employment o
(IF "O", SKIP TO SECTION VI)..... —-——- 3 49-51/9

34. Were follow-up contacts _ made concerning FY . 85
participants who went off AFDC due to employment to find
out if they remained off AFDC?

1. [ 1 Yes (CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 35)
2. [ 1 No (GO TO SECTION VI, o
REPORTING SYSTEMS) 52/9

35. Did You use any of the following methods tO monitor the
participants. _who _went off AFDC due to employment?
(CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

R (1) t2)
Method = == . = o . Yes . .No . o
Contact with all project termineés:....: L[ 1 1 53/9
Contact with a sample L L o
of project terminees......cccveveeeceaes L[ 1] £ 1 54/9
Check of incoie maintenance records S
of all project terminees.....cceecveeeee [ ] [ | 55/9
Check of income maintenance. records - -

of a sample of project terminees........ [ ] L 1 56/9
Other (SPECIFY): . [ 1 [ 1 57/9

15
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AppendixI . . ..
Survey of Eniployment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985
36. Please indicate the time periods during which you

monitored these participants, and . for each time period

used; estimate the percentage of the participants who

remained — off AFDC__ due to employment: (CHECK ALL

MONITORING PERIODS USED AND INDICATE A PERCENTAGE FOR
EACH PERIOD CHECKED. ROUND TO NEAREST PERCENTAGE.)

% Remaining

Monitoring Period Used Off AFDC

1. [ 1 Less than 30 days after ) o
going OFf AFDCeevceevecnvoccneee —— —— - % 58-61/9

2. [ ] 30 days_after_ _ o
g5ing Off AFDC.vccccicccnnncanas . 62-65/9

3. [ 1] 60 days after ' _ o
going Off AFDCesee.ossscscssosae 3 66-69/9

4. [ ] 90 dgays after :
going Off AFDCeceececcccsccssone i - —§ 70=73/9

) Ty *80/5

5. [ 1] 180 days_after _ o
going OFff AFDCecsvessnsnssssccnna % 5-8/9

6. [ 1 other (SPECIFY) . 3 9-12/9

16
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AppendixI _ .
Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

O

ERlC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VI. REPORTING SYSTEMS

37. Is your program able to report summary statistics about
the following demographic characteristics for all or
most FY 1985 participants? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON

EACH LINE.)

Ko~
0
.

Gender....ccevevevescsccccccnes

[ N [ W]

Race or ethnie origin..........

Education...ecceveveavenecsnans

Lo B o I

Work history.i.iciceseesnaaniin

o
Hy
o
P-\
=
o
(¢}
3
t‘
o
gy
ALK
)
[a]
o
[an NI

Length

Number of children............. [

[ IR ST ) [ S B S TR ] -l l_J‘\_J

Aéé of youngest childlillllllii t

Other demographic data

|

(SPECIFY): . T

(2)

No_

Lom NN e SN o Y o SR o |
d e W

L 1
£ 3
[
L 3

38. Is your program.able to report summary statistics about
the occupational categories in which FY 85 participants
were _trained, _received work = experience; _or _found
unsubsidized jobs? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX ON EACH LINE.)

(1)

Ll _Yes
Occupations trained for..:..:.s:s [ ]
Occupations received work L
experience in....ccveeveecceas [ ]
Ocecupations in which , S
unsubsidized jobs were found... [ ]

(2)
_No _

L1

13/8
14/8
15/8
16/8
17/8
18/8
19/8
20/8

21/8
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AppendixI = .
SurveY of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

39. Can your program provide an unduplicated count of the number of FY
85 participants who received financial assistance for: (CHECK ONE
BOX ON EACH LINE.)

(1) (2)

Yes No
TranspOrtationesseseeceseesssess [ ] L 1] 25/8
Child GArE..eeessscessesissises L 3 [ 26/8

VII. BARRIERS

40. To what _extent; if at all, did the follewing potential problems
represent real barriers or impediments to_ the implementation or
effectiveness of Yyour prografm dirifig FY 85? (PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX
ON EACH LINE.) o S

Extent Lo Which Thig Was Real
_ . Barrier for FY 85 Program

(1) (2) (3) (4) -(5)

very _ Little
el Great Great Moderate Some Or No
Potential Problems Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent

Low overall program : - - - - - - ,
funding level......... [ 1] L 1 L 1 L 1 L 127/8

adequate training or : - - - -z - D oIoa-
education services.... [ ] L 1 L 1 L 1 L ] 28/8
pPoor relationships S o o o L
with other programs... [ ] £ 1 L 1 L 1 L ] 29/8
Inadequate support

services. such as

trangportation or - L - : : . o
child care.c.ceeceaass [ 1] L 1 L 1] L 1] L ] 30/8
Client problems (such

as_poor health or - L o : . : o
illiteracy).ceeecsvsss L[ 1] L 1 L 1 L 1 L ] 31/8
Inadequate federal. S o o o L
guidance or assistance [ ] L 1 L 1 L 1 L 1 32/8
Oother (SPECIFY):

. L1 [ 31 131 [ 1 [ 1.338
*80/6

18
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41. Please use _the space below-for -any additional comments you may
‘have about the barriers you identified in.question 40 or about any
of the other topics covered in this questionnaire.

e LT L S T T T P T TS T s
* THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE AND COOPERATION. ____ *

* PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED. *
LA A R L L e S L L L R L L T T v A rarirar

12
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Appendix I
Survey of Employment-Related AFDC
Programs in FY 1985

APPENDIX
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Work Experience--refers to both__IV-C work _experience and activities
in_the Community- Work Experience Program, even though the underlying
philosophies and methods of calculating hours worked in these twd
approaches differ _somewhat. Definitions of both types of work
experience appear below.

1IV-C Work Expérience--a well supervised, structured assignfent with a
public or nonprofit private employer which provides the participant

with _an oppcrtunity to develop basic _work habits, practice skills
learned. in classroom__ training; . and demonstrate skills _to. a
préspééEiVé employer. The state sets the riumber of hours worked, but
the assignment may not exceed 13 weeks.

CWEP Work Experience-—-a placement to provide experience and training
for individuals not otherwise able to find employment. Participants
perform public service work with public or nonprofit private
employers in return for _their AFDC _benefits. The_ number of hours
worked. per montk. is determined by dividing the AFDC grant by the
federal or state minimum wage.

On_-the Job Training (0JT)--a _placement for training in which
participants are hffed by the employers and engage in productive work

Supported Work--a _program_which . _provides work . experience _in
assignments where. initially undemanding work standards are gfadually
increased until they approximate those of unsubsidized jobs. Siipport

is provided through work assignments in crews of peers and through

close supervision by technically qualified people who understand the

work histories and personal backgrounds of their crew members.
Greupggﬂbbf Search--an activxty in which participants, as a group,
receive training in job_search _techniques, such_as resume writing and

interviewing; and;, under the supervision of the instructor, identify
and contact potential employeérs.

20
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Appendlx i}

Characteristics of State AFDC Work Pr()grams
(Fiscal Year 1985)

—‘ o Mandatory
Geographicscopg =~ " -for I

_If limited, recipients o Funding
e _ numberof Mandatory with children ~ No.of Percent
State/program® Coverage countiea® participation under 6° participants Total federal
Alabama B :
CWEP . Limited 30f67. .. Yes ______No 480 $161,382 50
Arizona -~ - - : B o
WIN Demonstration 7 Limited 20f 15 Yes Yes 7,547 2,599,064 80
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Statewide . Yes Yes 258 640525 88
Arkansas o _ _
WIN Demonstration . _bimited ~  190f79 Yes — _ _ _Yes 9,343 1,645,938 90
California_ _ : N B
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewided C Yes No 115,000 47,000,000 79
CWEP Limited 1of 58 Yes No _ _ 4430 _ 581436 . ——50
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Limited 1 of 58 ' No . No g8 G e
Saturation Work Incentive Model _ ___Limited 1 0f58 No No 2,063 204,120 95
Colorado - -
CWEP Limited 250f 63 Yes No 1016 204282 23
Work supplementatlon/ grant diversion  Limited 10f63 Yes . _ _ __No __ __782 126498 __ _ ¢
Connecticut et : B o B
Wozkiupplemenianon/_gzantmyermon_tunued o 20f8 " No No 82 151,640 42
Delaware B B
WIN Demonstration Statewide . Yes No 2422 1,282,755 __ 68
Florida e _ , l
WIN Demonstration -~ - - Statewided . Yes No 31 000 8 200 ,243 85
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Limited 44 of 67 No No 139 230,3%0 95
Goorgia -
WIN Demonstration Limited 7 of 159 Yes . _ _ _No __33R 4717010 __ 90
CWEP Limited __90f1588 _ _ Yes  _ __ _ _No. . 274 142,672 50
Idaho — N B
CWEP Statewide : Yes No 1 ;296‘ 1,006,000 50
lllinois ' : R
WIN Demonstratlon[ IV-A Statewide e Yes Naf,qzo 000 18,510,193 77
lowa - 5 —— — _ . L
WIN Bemonstration . Limited 47 0f 106 Yes No 5641 4,184,836 72
CWEP Limited 47 of 106 Yes Yes ® 368366 . _ 50
Kansas oL _ , _
CWEP Limited ___190f105_ . . _Yes . __No _ 1607 395961 9
Jobsearch _ Statewide ... ._ . Yes No 2913 545,850 50
Kentucky L
CWEP Limited e No No 28 . _1538 50

Page 152 . N GAO/HRD-87-34 Work and Welfare




Appendix I .
Characteristics of State AFDC Work

Programs (Fiscal Year 1985)

i T e Mandatoly
Geographic scope ___ - - - _for .
Miimited, _______ recipients L =

o . numberof Mandatory with children -~ No: of - - - Percent
State/program® Coverage Counties® participation under 6° participants Total federal
Maine
WIN Demonstration/iV-A . Statewided . Yes No 4920 2693664 __ __ 67
Maryland S o
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statemded . Yes No 19,213 5,300,000 9N
WIN Demonstration Limited 7of24 Yes No 1,262 1,306,505 93
Massachugetts
WIN Bemonstration/IV-A Statewide . Yes _No 23666 30000600 42
Michigan - ) o o
WIN Demonstration/iV-A Statewide . Yes Yes 109,000 34,701,470 77
Minnesota
CWEP o _ Limited 80of87 Yes No = © 222885 45
Nebraska — S SR o
WIN Demonstration Statewide . Yes Yes 10,044 986 067 90
New Jersey
WIN Demonstration Limited 13 of 21 Yes No 16,959 13,280,000 g0
Work supplementation/ grant diversion _ Limited _ 9of21 No No . 600 315000 . 95
New Mexico = - e = S . - B
CWEP Limited 10f34 No No 79 75,850 78
New York
WIN Demonstration Limited 8of 58 Yes Yesd 14,942 ° e
CWEP . timited _250f58 Yes __No 4735 e e
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Limited 28 of 58 Yes No 338 e °
North Caroiina
CWEP Limited 10 of 100 Yes Yes 1,200 504,984 45
North Bakota — S S e . -
CWEP - Limited _ 11083 . . .. No - No 400 136,484 50
Ohio . - -
CWEP Limited 80f88 Yes No 2,543 1,032,662 50
Job search __Limited_ 8of 88 Yes No 909 486,202 50
MsupplemeMatmuLgtanLdnvetstmﬂed e No __No 187__ 205.380 48
CWEP day care Limited 1 0f 88 Yes Yes 18 122,393 0
Okiahoma ]
WIN Demonstration/IV-A Statewide . Yes Yes 19,888 5;504,083 62
Oregon -~ - - - - e o S e
WIN DemonstratlonﬂVA S Statewide. . Yes _Yes _ _ .__©13859204.. . .73
Pennsyivania o ) o o
WIN Demonstratlon/lV-A Statewide . Yes No ° 18,241,318 65
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haracteristics of State AFDC Work
Programs (Fiscal Year 1985)

Pl Mandatory
— - for -
Iflimited, -~ __reciplents = _—_Fun e
. - o numberof _Mandatory with children ____No. of _ - - Percent
State/program® ' Coverage counties® participation ____under 6. participants Total federal
South Carolina R 7
CWEP S .. bimited . 20f46 No Yes$ 142 60820 50
CWEPdaycare Limited ° No No 76 167963
South Dakota - _ - - -
WIN Demonstration/iV-A Statewide . No _ No 3796 1,182,784 96
Texas ,,7,,f _ , - ‘ -
WINDemonstrationfiv-A Statewide® B Yes No 57,075 14,977,608 57
Utah ) , —— - - -
Job search , Statewide e _No No 8000 319,701 30
Emergency work program Statewide e _ _ Yes Yes 850 90,000 5
Vermont I — I
CWEP Statewide No No 156 113,246 50
Job search , ) Statewide Yes . No 2500 429,370 50
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Statewide _ No _ No 305 256,392 95
Virginla _ -

WIN DemonstrationfIV-A ~~ Statewide Yes No 20,834 E,SE.LJI;
Washington _ _ . S _ _ N

g

CWEP Limited 20756 ~ _Yes ______ No 135 121,368 50
Job search” __ Statewide . ~ Yes No 12,543 2,034,736 50

Job search’ — . __Statewide . . Yes No 10,002 4144373 56

Wast Virginia . S -
WIN Demonstration/IV- , Yes___ Yes 35097 5447565 79
Work supplementation/ grant diversion  Limited No No 217 e e
Wisconsin e N i
WIN Demonstration Limited 280f72 Yes _No______47.844 10,893,308 . 92
“WIN Demonstration)IV-A" refers to WIN Demonsiration programs combined with a IV-a program - job
search; CWEP; or work supplementation/grant diversion:

5From Office of Family Assistance; IV-A Work Programs Status Report, 10/85 and telephonc survey of
state work programs:

Uil
—
o
o
0]
£
Q
o
e @

“Programs listed in this column may have mandatory registration or participation for AFDC récipients
with children under 6. .
%xcluding remote areas.

®Not available.

*The Employment Initiatives program, a special pilot project.

9Mandatory registration only:

A job search program serving AFDC applicants statewid.

0y job search program serving mainly AFDC recipients in dreas where WIN did not operate as well as
some recipients who were registered with WIN but not assigned to an activity.
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Appendix IIT

Work Program Activities

Activities associated with work programs cluster in three groups based
on assumptions their use irmplies about an individual’s rieeds. Such
activities encompass services for (1) job-ready participants, (2) needs

other than skills, and (3) providing skills and education:

Services for Job-Ready
Participants

Services for people needmg little help to ready them for the job market
include group and individual “job search™ and “direct placement.” Par-
ticipants in individual job search look for employment largely on their
own; in some programs; they report to program staff the number of

employers contacted.

Group job search often includes a workshop in such job search tech-
niques as resume preparation, interview skills, skill and interest assess-
ment; and identifying potential employers. The workshop may be
followed by use of a telephone bank; where participants call employers

they have identified to seek employment: For some participants, job

search workshops may serve a function more important than teaching a
client how to look for a job—increasing the confidence of self-doubting
individuals through peer support. We observed the final day of a San
Diego workshop where participants critiqued videotapes of practice job

interviews: Mutual support was evident throughout, but particularly in
the participants’ praise of one woman’s progress in her interview.
Though hesitant; her performance showed increased confidence from
the first day when, the group said, she could barely explain that she was

at the interview because she wanted a job:

In direct placement assistance, the program or another agency, usually
the state Employment Service; seeks to place the client directly in a job:

While group job search provides interaction with other participants and

program staff and direct placement involves working with a program
staff person, individual job search may be relatively unstructured and
unsupervised. The three techniques are not mutually exclusive, but may
be used in conjunction with each other.

Services for Needs Other
Than Skills

Another service, work experierice, introduces the person to work and
‘some practical experience, generally without providing new skills. Pro-

grams can choose between the approaches offered by CWEP and WIN, as

~ well as a hybrid of the two. Under the CWEP option, AFDC recipients work

a number of hours that is usually determined by dividing their grants by
the minimum wage. They may be assigned to this activity for unlimited
amour:*s of time. While this can be viewed as a chance to require work
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Work Program Activities

usmg the CWEP version of work experience also see it as a way to pre-

pare people for employment: Under the WIN Program, work experierice is

seen as a full-time, short-term chance to brush up on skills and work
habits. Participants in WIN work e experience work full time, but are lim-

ited to 13-week assignments. A program may actually practice a hybrid

of the two approaches to supplement wiN funding with uncapped cwep

funding. Thus, the hours worked might be determined as in a CWEP, but
the assignment limited to a specific time period.

Programs may : also see work e experience as a form of on-the-job training

or mtemshrp in Whlch pa.rt1c1pam:s can develop skllls whlle working for

training, e. 8 a New York City project alternated weeks of trammg in
office skills with work experience in city agencies:

Most CWEP programs have been run on a small sca.le However there are

3,000 AFDC recipients; Jomed with about 12 000 General Assistance

recipients in a similar program, participate at any one time. This pro-

gram illustrates the massive logistics of operating such a large scale pro-

gram, which to some extent necessitates an impersonal nature. The
program calls in about 18,000 people a month, placing them in assign-

ments through a highly organized and regimented process: People

assemble in a larger room in a downtown welfare office; they may pre-

sent prOgram staff with reasons t:hey cannot Work Representatlves of

AFDC reclplents acceptmg them or reJectmg them immediately:

The use of work experience can be controversial, raising severa.l ques-

tions. Some critics charge that CWep workers displace regiilar workers,
especially since work experierice positions must be in public or private

nonprofit agencies where tight budgets make “free” workers attractive.

The CWEP approach is used most often in rural areas within states,!

rather than in urban areas where opposition from unions, welfare advo-
cacy groups, and municipal officials may be strong For example, Pitts
burgh and Philadelphia declined to participate in Pennsylvania’s CWEP
for these reasons. Some large cities; notably San Diego and New York
City, do have cweps, however.

'Demmetra Smith Nightingale, Federal Employment afid Triining Policy Changes Di he Resgan
Administratior: State and Local Responses (Washinglon, DG: T Urbén Tnstisate, I9583, . 60
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Critics also claim work experience is unfair to the people who perform

work of value, but are not compensated as other workers are. MDRC'S
studles of several programs that included work expenence concluded

the jobs were not “make work,” but involved needed services:2 Some

posxtions ‘actually may be the same as those of regular employees who
receive pay higher than the minimum wage, the rate by which cwep
hours usually are calculated Some programs, however use the average

culate work hours:

Serv1ees Prov1dmg Skills
and Education

The third group of services assumes participants need a skill; a creden-
tial such as a high school diploma or GED, or basic education: Partici-

pants may enter education and training Serv1ces because the program’s

assessment identifies a need or in some cases because the client has
chosen them These semces are offéred ina vanety of ways. Training

trammg or enrollees may be ;'efen'ed to training under the Job Training

Partnership Act or the vocaticnal education syster.

On-thesjob training is somietimes subsidized by the recipient’s welfare
grant. This mechanism, called grant diversion, is now permitted under

the work supplementation authority. Our survey identified 14 states

that have begun operating work supplementation/grant diversion
projects in the past few years. An MDRC study of grant diversicn projects
in six states found that these programs encounter problems reaching

large numbers of people. Although grant diversion was appealing as a

funding mechanism tor 0JT, the programs still had problems developing
jobs in the private sector, especially in finding posmons for individuals
with serious barriers to employment.s

Another form of 0T often subsidized by the participant’s grant is “sup-

ported work,” which combines work experience with extensive cour-
selmg and _group support. A multlstate supported work expenment

ents with school—age children: (Those with children under age 6 were not

2Judith M. Gueron; Work Iritiatives For Welfare Recipients: Lessons From A Multi-State Experitiient
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986), p. 26.

3chha.el Bangser, James Healy, and Robert Ivry, Welfare Grant Diversion: Lessons and Prospects
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1986), pp. 53-54.
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mcluded in the demonstration.  These programs are expensive to
operate, however, and largely are being phased out. Our review found
supported work being offered in Massachusetts, West Virginia, Cali-
fornia,; Connecticut; and New York.

Education can mean anything from one-on-one t;utonng in basic readmg
skills to a college education. A common strategy in programs we visited
was to encourage participants to complete a GED program. In Oklahoma,
adult education classes leading to a GED were held at the welfare office

for participants’ convenience. Some programs, however, were finding
people with reading levels far below what the classes requn'ed A few
were experimenting with individual tutoring to try and raise skills
quickly. In one South Carolina community, local college students acted
as tutors. New York City contracted with a prefessor at Columbia Uni-

versity's Teachers College to upgrade reading and rnath skills in 6
weeks.

Staffﬁof elght programs we ws1ted said they would accept attendance at

a community college or 4-year college as participation. The programs did
not necessarily pay for the education, but would help participants apply
for state or federal aid. such as Pell Grants; while also supplying sup-
port services. We also found programs, however; that did not count col-

lege attendance as participation, believing that AFDC benefits should not

subsidize lengthy degree programs.

“Stanley H Mas)‘.grs and Rebecca Maynard The Ii __pact of Supporhed Work On Log*l‘erm Rempxents
(New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1981), pp. 26, 126,
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Appendix IV 7 L

WIN Demonstration Activities

Activitias offered/Percent of clients pa -
e Work .. Supp. Voc. Rem. Post- Ind. GT; N » || A
State exp. - OJT work sklils educ. HS JS JS Place Other

Arizona = , ) . } . _
Offered Y N N Y Y Y Y Y . _ N ¥

% Received 4 . _ _ B 3 4 32 21 . 6
Arkansas
Offered -

. Y Y N N N N Y Y Y N
% Received 1 ’ ’

Cailfornia® - - ) . . - - - .
Offere L N N N N N Y. Y Y N

% Received N 87 100 b

Delaware - ! ) , , ) _ _ _ -
Offered : Y Y N Y \ Y v y Y N
% Received 1 A 5 6 A £
?jiﬁ&ir -

Z!

% Received b b
Georgia - - - ~ ) ) . . - .
Offered S — Y Y N Y Y_ . Y Y Y Y N
% Received - 4 3 b b b 36 # b
HHinois. : -

Offered Y Lo

% Received 7 3 8 3 75 . 84
lowa . _ - - - - . - ]

Offered Y N N Y Y Y Y

% Received 2
Maine . . _ . . . _
Offered o Y N_. Y Y Y Y
%Received . 2 8 9
Maryland i . i} _ _ §
Oftered Y Y N Y Y Y __ ¥ Y
% Received S 1 1 b

'Maryland (Emp’oyment i iitiatives) B
Offered Y
% Received | 28 11 31 1
‘Massachusetts _.
Offered- -— N
% Received .
Michigan . _ : : - _.
Offered Y Y

% Received o b b _

Nebraska - - - - . ) ) .
Offered N N N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
% Received b : L) ]

<

-
-
o
N
o
n
N
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o
[
|

[ 1
=<
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o
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WIN Demonstration Activities
,,,, Activities offered/Percent o clients participating _

S Work _ Supp. Voc. Rem. Post- Ind. G?; _ b
State exp. OJT  work - HS — ..J4S Place Other
New Jersey - - _ . - . ] ] ]

: - Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N
% Received 3 2 1 5 1 42 22 16
New York - - - ~ . .

. Offered __ ¥ Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y N
% Recevad ~ 3 3 3 20 b b ° 47
Oklahoma .- ] ! _ : -
Offered Y N N N Y N Y Y___ Y N
% Received 10 _ 8 58 24 1

e N Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N
26 Receiyéd ] b b b b b b b
Pennsylvania - - - - . ] .
Offered Y Y N Y Y N Y Y Y N
%!Bacffféigé& - I - b b b b b b
South Dakota ! } _ - _
Offered Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N
% Received 17 4. _ _ b 4 b _ b b 12
Texas:_ _ , 7

. N Y N N N N Y Y Y N

% Received b ° S
Virginia - _ _ . .
Offered o Y Y N Y Y _ Y Y Y Y N
% Received T b b b b 78 15 b
West Virginia ; 7 ] - - -
Offered Y Y Y Y Y Y Y_ ¥ N Y
% Received 13 1 4_ _ _ b b b 1. 2 2
Wisconsin . B B B

Offered Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N
% Received 2 1 > 2 b 17 23 {00

Y Yes
N No

EThese activities were offered by the program preceeding the GAIN program; which did not begin ontil
1986.

BParticipation information not available:
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